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Attachment A 

Amend Section 1956.7, Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3 of Title 13, 
California Administrative Code as follows: 
1956.7. Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures--1981 and 

Subsequent Model Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles. 

{a) The exhaust emissions from new 1981 and subsequent model heavy­
duty engines, except engines used in medium-duty vehicles, shall not 
exceed: 

Primary Exhaust Emission Standards 
(grams per brake horsepower hour) 

Hydrocarbons 
Carbon plus Oxides f 

Model Year Hydrocarbons Monoxide Nitrogen (NO) -

1981-1983 1.0 25 6.0 
OR* 25 5 

1984 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 complianc 
with either set. Separate deterioration factors shall be established, 
where applicable, for HC, CO, NOx and/or the combined emissions of HC 
and NOx. 

The following optional exhaust emission standards are applicable to 
engines tested pursuant to the optional federal test procedures and 
re ulations for 1984 and subse uent model heav -dut en ines. Thes 
standards replace the federal standards in CFR Sections 86.084-10, 
86.084. 11, and 86.085-11 for h drocarbons, carbon monoxide and oxid s 
of nitrogen, only.** 

0 tional Exhaust Emission Standards 
grams per brake-horsepower-hour 

Carbon 
Model Year Hydrocarbons Monoxide Oxides of 

1984 and 1. 3 15. 5 5. l 
Subsequent 

**The federal 13-mode o tional standards for 1984 model ear diesel-
engines do not apply. 



-2-

(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 Exhaustj
Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1982 and Subsequent Model Heavy!
Duty Engines and Vehicles", adopted October 5, 1976, as last amended 
January 21, 1981. 

(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 sha 11 not apply. , 

' 



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 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 
Amended: May 22, 1980 
Amended: January 21, 1981 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-1 

January 21 , 1981 

Agenda Item No.: 1-1-1 

liHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Air Res urces 
Board to adopt standards, rules, and regulations necessary for the proper execu­
tion of the powers and duties granted to and imposed upon the Board by law;I 

I 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43104 of the Health and Safety Code authorize tte 
Board to adopt vehicle emissi.on standards and test p.rocedures in order to c ntrol 
or eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; 

WHEREAS, the Environmental Protection Agency CEPA) recently promulgated new I heavy­
duty engine gaseous emission regulations to be implemented coIT1Tiencing in 19$4 based 
upon transient cycle test procedures; i• 

I 

WHEREAS, th.e Air Resources Board at the May 19BO public hearing elected to ttend 
the current California heavy-duty engine standards one additi,onc~l year (198j) in 
order to reduce the manufacturers• certification burden durtng the faciliti,s 
changeover necessary to comply with the new federal heavy-duty emissions co~trol 
regulations; 

1 

I 

WHEREAS, the Cali.·f.·ornia Environmen.tal Quality A.ct. and.Board regulati.ons reql
1 

ire
that no project having adverse envi ronmenta 1 impacts 6e adopted as ori gina 1 y · 
proposed if feasi6le alternatives or mitigation measures are avai 1able; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that adopting the federal "Baseous Emission Regula1ions
for 1984 and Later Model Year Heavy-Duty Engi nes 1' as an optiona1 test proce ure 
for California would provide manufacturers with the flexibility needed to i ple­
ment the federal heavy-duty program thus providing a significant economic b nefit 
while maintaining the stringency of the California exhaust emission standar s for 
1984 and beyond ; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the federal hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide e haust 
emission standards for 1984 and later model year heavy-duty engines based u on 
the transient cycle test procedure are at least as stringent as the applica le 
California hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide standards based upon the steady- tate 
test procedures; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds the proposed California optional oxides of nitroge
standard for the 1984 and subsequent model year heavy-duty engines based up n the 
federal transient cycle is equivalent to the current steady-state NOx stand rd 
for 1984; 

!

WHEREAS, EPA is likely to promulgate subsequent amendments to the federal "aseous 
Emission Regulations for 1984 and Later Model Year Heavy-Duty Engines"; 

https://emissi.on
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I 

WHEREAS, tl.1e Boa.rd f1.·nds that adopting. the federal heavy-duty transient cycle 
test procedures and regulations for 1984 and later as an option would have o 
adverse impact on air quality, and therefore no mitigation of environmental 
effects is required; and,' 

WHEREAS, a publi.c .hearing an.d other administrat.ive. proceedings have been hel'd 
in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 
11340), Part 1, Division 3, Title 2 of the Government Code; ~ 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends Section 1956,7,t 
Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3 of Title 13, Caltfornia Administrative C de, 
as set forth in Attachment A hereto; 

i 

BE lT FURTHER RESOLVED, tf1c1 t the B.oa rd hereby c1dopts the "California Exhaust 

• 
Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1982 and Subsequent Model Heavy-l!luty 
Engi'nes and Vehicles,'' ado.. pted Oct·o·ber 5·.• 1976, amended May.· 22, 1980, and al 
last amended January 21 , 1981, as set forth in Attachment B hereto; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that th.e Board hereby determines that the exhaust 
emission standc1rds.· ado.pted. her.ei.n. a. re, in the a.gg.regc1te, .at least as protecpve
of public health and welfare as applicable federal standards; I 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby delegates to the Executive Officer 
the authori'ty to adopt amendments to the ''Cali.fornia .Exhaust Emission Sta.nd rds 
and Test Procedures for 1982 and Subsequent Model Heavy.Uuty Engines and 
Vehicles," adopted October 5, 1976, amended Ma,y 22, 1980, and as last amended 
January 21, 1981, as set forth in Attachment B hereto, to confonn to subseqient 
amendments to th.e federal "Gaseous Emission Regulations for 1984 and Later odel 
Year Heavy-Duty Engines" promulgated by EPA, and directs the Executive Offi er 
to bring to the attention of the Board any EPA amendments which bear upon the 
overall stringency of the standards. I 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby directs the Executive Officer to 
evaluate the technologtcal and economic feasibility of the Board's standard 
for 1984 and subsequent model year heavy-duty engines and vehicles containe in 
Title 13, California Administrative Code, Section 1956.7, and to report his 
findings and recommendations to the Board. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby directs the Executive Officer to 
advise EPA of the Board's intent that, to the extent that EPA enforces the 
Board's standards and test procedures for heavy-duty engines and vehicles c$n­
tained in Title 13, California Administrative Code, Section 1956.7 rather t1'.an 
EPA's regulactions, EPA enforce only those standards and test procedures act ally 
contained in Section 1956. 7. 

I certify that the a,boye is a true a d 
.. correct copy of Reso 1uti on 81-. l , as 

adopted by the Air Resources Board. 



CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS 
AND TEST PROCEDURES FOR 1982 

AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL 
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 primary
California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1982 
and Subsequent Model Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles,..:... For manufacturerf 
that elect to certify heavy-duty engines pursuant to the federal transiert 
cycle test procedures and regulations for 1984 and subsequent years, the, 
provisions of Subparts A and N, Part 86, Code of Federal Regulations 1 

promulgated January 21, 1980 are hereby adopted as optional "California i 

Exhaust Emission Test Procedures and Regulations for 1984 and Subseguentl
Model Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles." The federal procedures are , 
applicable with the following exceptions and additions: 

A. Subsection A of this procedure is applicable to new 1982 and:­
subsequent model heavy-duty engines and vehicles tested pursµant to 
the primary and optional test procedures and standards. 

l. A manufacturer may elect to certify heavy-duty vehicles of 
10,000 pounds maximum gross vehicles 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 poun~s 
or less. I 



3. Any reference to vehicle or engine sales throughout the Unite~ 
States shall mean vehicle or engine sales in California. i 

i 

4. Regulations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, and 
specific language on the Certificate of Conformity, sha11 
not be applicable to these procedures. 

5. ¼5.,. Vehicle manufacturers shall affix a decal on each production
vehicle in accordance with Section 43200 of the California 
Health and Safety Code. 

B. 5-:- Subsection B of this procedure is applicable to the primary 'i 

test procedures and standards for Ei~ese¼ all heavy-duty engines
and vehicles: · 

1. For gasoline and diesel-powered engines and vehicles: 

a. 6.,- Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph
86.079-24(f} may be from engines previously certified 
by EPA or ARB. 

b. t-:- The requirement in subparagraph 86.079-28(b)(4)(i)(B)
(durability engines must meet emission standards) shall 
refer to federal emission standards. j 

c. 8.,. Labeling required pursuant to paragraph 86.079-35 and 
Section 1965, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California : 
Admi ni strati ve Code sha11 conform with the requirements
specified in the "California Motor Vehicle Tune-Up Lab~l 
Specifications." I 

d. g.,. A statement must be supplied that the production engines
shall be in all material respects the same as those fo~ 
which certification was granted. \ 

e. ¼h The average brake horsepower at each mode sha11 
for all emission tests. 

be reported
' 

f. ¼4-:- Engine manufacturers may apply durability and/or emi ss i!on 
test data from 1979 and earlier model years towards 
certification for 1982 and subsequent models for similar 
engines, notwithstanding differences in the i nstrumentaiti on. 
In the event that hydrocarbon emission data based on me!asure­
ments 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. 

2. ¼6.,. For gasoline-powered engines and vehicles only: 

a. The mechanism for adjusting the idle air/fuel mixtur~, 
if any shall be designed so that either: 

2. 



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 encounter d 
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 the proposed method of compliance 
with this requirement in its preliminary application 
for certification. 

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. 

b. l~.. A gasoline-powered vehicle manufacturer shall provide with 
tRe-fetlew4A§-½A-4ts the application: 

a.- i. Identification and description of the vehicle models 
for which certification is requested. 

e.- i i . Identification and description of the engines to be 
used in those vehicle models. 

€:- iii. Reference to the engine manufacturer's Executive Ord~r 
certifying these engines. 

c. lQ.- If a gasoline-powered 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 9i.

i 

3. 



3. For diesel-powered heavy-duty engines only: 

a. No durability fleet or smoke emission test will be require 
- 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. 

b. 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. 

C. Exhaust Emission Standards: 

1. B..- The following primary exhaust emission standards represent
the maximum projected emissions from new heavy-duty gasoline
engines and the maximum 125-hour test exhaust emissions from 
new heavy-duty diesel engines: 

Primary Exhaust Emission Standards 
(grams per brake horsepower hour) 

Hydrocarbons 
Carbon Plus Oxides of 

Model Year Hydrocarbons Monoxide Nitrogen (N02) 

1982 - 1983 1.0 25 6.0 
OR* 25 5 

- 1984 and 0.5 25 4.5 
subsequent 

*The two sets of standards for each model year are alternativ s. 
A manufacturer has the option for each engine family of showi g
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. 

2. The followin o tional exhaust emission standards are a licable 
ursuant to the federal test rocedure and re ulations for 19 4 

and subsequent model heavy duty engines. These standards replace
the federal standards in CFR Sections 86.084-10, 86.084-11, and 
86.085-11 for hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide and·oxides of 
nitrogen, only.*"" 
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State of Ca,l ifornia 
AI.R RESOURCES BOARD 

Respons€ to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Amendments to Title 13, Section 1956.7, 
California Administrative Code, Regarding Exhaust Emission Standards 
and Test Procedures for 1984 and Subsequent Model Heavy-Duty Engines 

• 
Public Hearing Date: January 21, 1981 

Response Date: January 21, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: None raised. 

Response: None . 

• 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of the Secretary 

.\PRO 6 EJ1 I 

i
Resources Agency of Califora 



State of California 

Memorandum 

From 

• 

• 

Huey D. Johnson 
Secretary
Resources Agency 

Air Resources Boord 

Date : April 6, 1981. 

Subject: Filing of Not~ ce 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 conment period. 

A~ 
Sally Rump
Board Secretary 

attachments 

Wl!f'IP 
Resolution 81-10 

1'ECEIVED BY 
Office of the S•er,.tary 

APRO 6 1981 

Rolourc:es Agency of Cal'°rnio 

I 
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' State of California 

Memorandum 

Gary Rubenstein Date , March 12, 1981 
Deputy Executive Officer 

Subject, Heavy-Duty Engi e 
Standards - implementi g Board 
action 

W. Thomas Jenn-i­
Staff Counsel 

From Air Resources Board 

Attached for your review are: 

(a) Resolution 81-1; 

{l) Attachment A (regulations) 
(2) Attachment B (test procedures) 

(b) Final Summary and Statment of Reasons for Proposed
Rulemaking; and 

(c) Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

The resolution includes two new paragraphs at the end I have 
drafted to implement the additional points raised by the Board. 

The Final Sumnary and Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rule­
making contains some technical changes from references to the proposed
amendment to references to the actual amendment. Part IV, "Opposing
Considerations and Agency Response", is new. 

• 
Attachments A {regulations) and B (test procedures) incorporate

changes made by MSCD to delete the spl itttng of HC & NOx for the primary
1984 standards, and separating requirements for diesels and gasoline­
powered vehicles in Section B of the test procedures. I have reviewed 
these changes and they appear appropriate. 

Attachments 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-2 

May 21, 1981 
· · ····· ·· Agenda Item No. 81-10-11 

WHEREAS, Sections 39600 and 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorize t e 
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; 

WHEREAS, Section 41512 of the Health and Safety Code has authorized the 
Board to establish by regulation a schedule of fees to cover the cost of 
securing samples of air pollution emissions as authorized by Section 41510 
of the Health and Safety Code; 

• WHEREAS, the Board has adopted such a schedule and related prov1s1ons in 
Sections 91200-91206 of Title 17, California Administrative Code; 

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 3067 (Stats. 1980 Ch. 1283) amends Section 41512 of f 

the Health and Safety Code to authorize imposition of source testing fees • 
only for tests conducted to determine compliance with permit conditions or j
state or local laws or regulations relating to air pollution, and to requir 
the Board to adopt procedures by which an operator may request that complia ce 
testing be conducted by an independent testing service, which request may b 
denied by the Board for good cause; , 

I 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations req~ire
that no project having significant adverse environmental impacts be adoptedlas 
originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures are avail­
able; I 

I 
WHEREAS, the Board finds that it is necessary to amend Sections 91200-91206\ 
and adopt Sections 91207-91220 of Title 17.• California Administrative Code,.lto 
delete authorization of imposition fees for tests conducted for purposes ot~er 
than determining compliance; to redefine "source" and define "responsible p~rty"; 
to update the fee schedule to reflect increased costs and the need for new tests; 
to clarify the existing regulations and make them more concise and non-sexist; 
and to provide a framework for owners or operators to request compliance tetting
by independent testers, Board evaluation of such requests, and the conduct and 
followup of tests by independent testers; ' 

i 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that for its enforcement program to be effective, j'll
compliance testing, includ.in.·g· tests by independent testers, must be co.nduct d 
in a manner in which the integrity and accuracy of the tests are assured, t e 
Board has the ability to conduct tests without advance notice to the operat r 
and to respond quickly in unforeseeable situations, and the test results ar 
useable, particularly in subsequent court proceedings which may arise; 



r . 
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WHEREAS, the Board finds that the regulations set forth in Attachment A 
hereto would have no substantial adverse environmental impact, and 
therefore no alternatives and/or mitigation measures are required; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been 
held in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 3.5 (commencing with 
Section 11340), Part l, Division 3, Title 2 of the Government Code. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends Section 91200 
through 91206 and adopts Sections 91207 through 91220 of Article 2, 
Subchapter 5, Chapter 1, Part III of Title 17, California Administrative 
Code, as set forth in Attachment A hereto. 

• 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to evaluate 
the practical effects of the amended regulations, and in particular the 
provisions relating to good cause and conflict of interest, and to 
recommend to the Board any revisions which may be deemed appropriate. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-2 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board 

• 



ATTACHMENT A 

Repeal Subchapter 5, Article 2 in Title 17, California 
Administrative Code. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

Adopt Subchapter 5, Article 2, as amended. 

Subchapter 5. Emission Data, Sampling, and 
Credentials for Entry 

Article 2. Source Testing Pees 

• 
91200. Scope and Policy; Definition. (a) The fee 

schedules in this Subchapter shall not supersede or 

preempt any rule or regulation of any air pollution 

control district governing fees for source testing. 

e££eet¼~e-statew¼de~ The following definitions apply 

for the purposes of this Subchapter only. 

tc::t fil "Source" means {i) any permit unit, 

article, machine, equipment or other contrivance which 

may cause the issuance of air contaminants~~ or (ii) any 

substance, such as fuel or an architectural coating, the 

content, characteristics, manufacture, sale, distribution• or use of which is restricted !2Y_ any State~ local law, 

rule, regulation or order relating to air pollution. 

(2) "Responsible party" means (i) in reference 

to sources defined in Subsection (b) (1) (i) of this 

Section, the owner, operator, or~ of~ source; or 

(ii) in reference to sources defined in Subsection 

(b) (1) (ii) of this Section, the manufacturer who produced 

the substance in its entirety, the~ of the substance, 

or any seller or offerer for sale of the substance. 

AT-1 



ill "Independent tester" means~ person, 

other than an employee of the State Board, who engages 

in the testing of sources to determine compliance with 

State or local laws or regulations relating to air 

pollution. 

(4) "Executive Officer" means the Executive 

Officer of the State Board or his or her authorized 

representative. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91201. Source Testing Fee Schedule. (a) Whenever 

the Executive Officer 0£-the-State-Board-or-h:i:s-or-her 

determine the-e,i:teflt-afld-afflott:ftt-e£-effl:i:Bs:i:e:fts-£reffl compliance 

of any a:i:r-pollttt:i:on-em:i:ss:i:on source with permit conditions 

or with any State or local law, order, rule,~ regulation 

relating to air pollution, including confirmation of the 

reliability, accuracy and precision of any in-stack 

monitoring equipment, sa:i:d-e££:i:eer-or-represeatat:i:ve he 

2E_ she may require the testing of such source by-the 

eolieet:i:on-0£-em:i:ssions-sam}'le!!!-al'!.d-the-ar,.aiys:i:s-ef-stteh 

Bafflpiee by qualified personnel of the State BoardL er ey_ 

an independent contractor to the State BoardT Lor~ an 

independent tester specified by the responsible party 

upon approval by the Executive Officer. 

(b) For testing conducted ey_ the State Board's 

personnel 2E. an independent contractor to the Board, 

~the responsible party o}'erater-or-ew:fter-e£-the-settree 

AT-2 
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ill "Independent tester" means~ person, 

other than an employee of the State Board, who engages 

in the testing of sources to determine compliance with 

State or local laws or regulations relating to .air 

pollution. 

(4) "Executive Officer" means the Executive 

Officer of the State Board or his or her authorized 

representative. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91201. Source Testing Fee Schedule.. (a) Whenever 

the Executive Officer 0£-the-State-Beard.:..e_r-h±s-er-her 

attther:i:~ed-re~resentat±~e finds that it is necessary to 

determine the-e~tent-and-afflettnt-ef-effl±ss±eRs-£reffl compliance 

of any a±r-~oiittt±on-em±ss±en source with permit conditions 

or with any State or local law, order, rule, or regulation 

relating to air pollution, including confirmation of the 

reliability, accuracy and precision of any in-stack 

monitoring equipment, 8a:i:d-e£f±eer-er-re~reseRta•H:~e he 

or she may require the testing of such source by-the 

saffl~¼es by qualified personnel of the State BoardL er by 

an independent contractor to the State Board.- Lor~ an 

independent tester specified by the responsible party 

upon approval~ the Executive Officer. 

(b) For testing conducted~ the State Board's 

personnel or an independent contractor to the Board, 

'Pthe responsible party e~erater-er-ewl'ler-e:€-the-settree 

AT-2 



shall pay a fee in accordance with the following schedule 

to cover the cost of planning, preliminary evaluation, 

sampling, sample analysis, calculations, and report 

preparation with respect to samples of emissions secured 

from the source-:-. The fees listed in the schedule shall 

be the maximum fees and shall be recuced ~ the Executive 

Officer if the actual cost to conduct a specific test is 

less.. Fees for any compliance test not listed in the 

schedule shall be determined £J:'._ the Executive Officer 

• based on the cost to conduct the test. 

Estimated cost! to perform source tests and other 
special tests. 

Fee 

. 2 .aBas~e-eese--ark, ~i,i55.,.ee 
Partiett¼ate-Matter-~est i~5-:-88fsamp:l:e 
Stt¼£nr-Biexide-~est ii!8-:-08fsamp:l:e 
Stt¼£ttrie-Aeid-Mist-fineittdin9-stti£ttr 

• 
tr±exide~-and-Stt¼£ttr-Biexide-~ese i50.,.00fsafflJ;l±e 

9xides-e£-Nitregen-~e~t3 88-:-88fsa:111pie 
Hydro9en-Stti£ide-~estJ ::+e.,.eefsa:111pie 
Fitterides-~est aes.,.eefsa:111pie3eareen-Menex±de-~est- 51:1...08/sa111pie3~etai-Hydroearbon-~est- ;e.,.eefsampie 
8entinttotts-i!4-hettr-Anaiyzer-~est i,ii0-:-08fday 
eentinttetts-Fettr-hettr-Anaiyzer-~est i85.,.08fteeie 
6as-8hremategraphie-Anaiysis-e£ 

8n~newn-Peiitttants3 i! :;ie .,.ee f sal!IJ;1ie3Stti£ttr-eentent-o£-Fttei-~est- i!5.,.08ftest 

Speeiai-~ests 

Reid-¥aper-Pressttre-~ese 35.,.88f-eese 
¥inyi-ehieride-Menitering-~ese i!5.,. eefsa111J;1ie 
¥±s±hie-Emissien-Evaittaeien-~est 330T08feva±ttaeien 
Partiettiate-Fai¼ettt-~esting :;t5.,.00fSdH\j;'±e 
P¼oat±ng-Reo£-~a~~-fnspeetien i45.,.08finspeetien 
¥aper-Reeevery-Syseem-lns~eeeien 55-:-08-i,!f68T00f 

inspeeeien 
,l:...i5fees'l:: 

AT-3 
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:l:-:----l3!!!til'llated-£ee5-£e;r.'-af'l.1-te5t-ftet-:l:;istee.-abeve-eha¼¼ 
be-e.ete,:,111if'l.ee.-by-t:he-BKeettti'ie.-er£ieer-:-

i-:----'l'he-be::!!ic::-te:,t-£ee-e:pp¼±ee-on:l:y-to-i,ottree-te:,t7-tote:¼ 
:,01:1ree-te:,t-£ee5-c::onsist-0£-the-bae±e-teet-£ee-f)¼tt!!I 
the-£ee-£er-eaeh.-e£-th.e-er,ee±:f§ie-te!!lts-perrerftlee.';" 

~~---;1:f-th±s-test-±s-not-eondt1cted-±n-conjt1ct±on-w±th-the 
act±v±t±es-wh±ch-eompr±se-the-be:s±e-test,-the-be:s±c:: 
test-fee-w±:1::1:-not-be-.cha:r9ed;-howe~er,-add±tione::I: 
fees-to-eover-the-est±mated-c::ol!ltl!l-0£-r,¼aru"lin9, 
r,re:l:im±nary-e~e::l:1:1at±en,-5affl1':l:ing,-i,al'!IJ:':l:e-ana:l:ysis, 
ea:l:ett:l:ationl!l-and-repert-l'reparatieft-fer-stteh-teste 
wi:1::1:-be-ehargee.';" 

Contin~ous Analyzer Gaseous Emissions 
Test with Van . . . . 1Non-contimious Emission Testing 

Particulate Matter Test 
Sulfur Dioxide Test--
Sulfuric Acid Mist (lncludina sulfur 

trioxide)andSulfur Dioxi 
Oxides of Nitrogen Test 

e Test 
--

Hydro~enSulfide Test 
Fluorides Test 
Carbon Monoxide Test 
Total Hydrocarbon Test 
Gas Chromatographic°Analysis of 

Unknown Pollutants 
Vinyl Chloride Test 

Reid Vapor Pressure Test 
AiiiETent Vinyl Chloride Test 
Visible Emission Evaluat!on Test 
Parti<;Ulate Fallout Testin~ -­
Floating Roof Tank Inspect:i.on 
Vapor Recovery System Inspection 

Valve and Flange Leak Test 

Laboratory :Fuel Analysis 

Carbon, Hydrogen, Nitrogen and 
SUlfur 

Ash 
Density 
Heat Content 
Water 
Asphaltenes 
Distillation 

AT-4 

:Fee 

sample 
sample 

205.00 
90.00 

120.00 
400.00 

70.00 
60.00 

110.00 
100.00 

45. 
100. 
450. ·on 

1 n 

ins ection 
1. 75 test 

30.00 
75.QQ 
60. 00 

180. 00 
75.00 
75.00 
50.00 

• 

I 
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i-:----:S:!!timated-£ee:!!-£er-aHy-te!lt-fte-t:-i:i::!!tea-abeve-:;,haii 
be-aete:t'm:i:Hea-by-fhe-EJ(ee11t:i:'<l'e-~£:i:ee~-:- . 

i-:----'fhe-baeie-teet-£ee-apr>i:i:es-on:!:y-to-:sot1ree-teet;-tetai 
eet1ree-teet-£ee:!!-eOn:!!:i:st-e£-the-bal!lie-te:!!t-£ee-r¼1:1.:!! 
the-£ee-£er-eaeh-er£-the-:;,r:,ee:i:£:i:e-teet=s-f'el'ferl'!led-:-

3-:----!f-th±s-test-±s-not-condacted-±n-conjuct±en-w±th-the 
act±v±t±es-wh±ch-compr±se-the-bas±c-test,-the-bas±e 
test-fee-w±:l::l::-not-be-char9ed;-howe"er,-add±t±ona:i: 
fees-to-cover-the-est±mated-eosts-0£-p:!:ann:i:ng,. 
pre:l:::i:m±nary-e"fa:!:1:1at:i:on,-!!!amp::l::i:ng,-sam]:'::l:e-ana::l:yeie, 
ea:!:et1::l:at:i:ens-and-:t'eJ:'ert-pre]:'arat:i:eft-£er-e1:1.eh-teete 
w:i:::1:::1:-be-eharged-:-

Contin)}ous Analyzer Gaseous Em,is•sions 
Test ":'ith Van . , . 1Non-continuous EmissJ.on Testing 

Particulate Matter Test 
Sulfur Dioxide Test--
Sulfuric Acid Mist (including sul-fur 

trioxJ.de)andSulfur Dioxide Test 
Oxides of Nitrogen Test 
Hydro~enSulfide Test 
Fluorides Test 
Carbon MonoxNe Test 
Total Hydrocarbon Test 
Gas ChromatographicAnalysis of 

Unknown Pollutants 
Vinyl Chloride Test 

Reid Vapor Pressure Test 
Amhlent Vinyl ChlorideTest 
Visible Emissicm Evaiua'Eion Test 
PartJ.culate fallout Testin<; -­
Floating Roof Tank.Inspecti.on 
Vapor Recovery System Inspection 

Valve and flange Leak Test 

Laboratory fuel Analysis 

Carbon, Hydrogen, Nitrogen and 
sulfur 

Ash 
Density 
Heat Content 
water. 
Asphaltenes 
Distillation 

AT-4 

fee 

$1,620.00 plus $55.00/ 
hour 

17ITB'.oo plus specific 
sample fee listed 
below 

230.00/sample 
145.00/sample 

205.00 le 
90.00 le 

120.00 le 
400.00 le 

70.00 le 
60.00 le 

110.00 
100.00 

45. 
100. e 
450. ation 

75. 

J.nszection 
1. 75 test 

30.00 sa le 
75.QQ le 
60.00 le 

180.00 le 
75.oo le 
75.00 sample 
50.00/sample 

https://17ITB'.oo
https://1,620.00
https://Tank.Inspecti.on
https://EmissJ.on


~ of Test Fee 

Metals $ 295.00 sam le 
Bromine Number 50.00 le 
Lead 15.00 le 

Other Laboratory Analysis 

Water, Volatile Organic Compounds 
and Density (paints) 50.00 le 

Methane 40.00 le 
Total Hydrocarbon 30.00 le 
Hydrocarbons (with one to nine 

carbons) -- 55. DO/sample 
Molecular Weight Determination of 

Vapor Hydrocarbons 75.00/sample· 
Molecular Weight Determination of 

• 
Liquid Hydrocarbons le 

Hydrogen Sulfide le 
Percent Water le 
Asbestos (air filter sample) le 
Particle Size Distribution 

Optical7irrcroscop¥ 148.00/sample 
Particle Size Distribution 

Electronfilcroscopy 296.00/sample 

Notes: 

1. Source test fees may also include additional cost of 
laboratory analysis as required. 

ic:t--Where-te-sting-±-s-c:ondnc:ted-by-the-owner-or 

o~erator-on-behai£-o£-the-9tate-Board-the-£ee-shaii-be 

iimited-to-the-ac:tnai-c:ost-0£-observation,-evaination 

8££ieer-or-his-or-her-attthorized-re~resentative7 -and 

I 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91202. Additional Testing. (a) Where test results 

indicate that a source is in compliance with permit 

conditions or with any a¼¼ State or and-4¥et4e!'a¼ local lawsL 

order, rule or and regulations relating to air pollution, 

AT-5 



the responsible party epera~er-er-ewfter-ef-~he-eettree shall 

be assessed the applicable fees in Section 91201 only once 

per each 12-month period. This limitation shall not restric 

the State Board from re~ttiriftg conducting additional testing 

at its own expense. The Executive Officer may assess fees 

for multiple testing, or for multiple samples, where the 

same is necessary to determine compliance.:.. er-~t:1.af\e:i:£y 

(b) If the test results indicate that the specific 

source tested is not in compliance with permit conditions or 

with any aB: State af\d or local £edera¼ laws.!. order, rule, • 
or regulation relating to air pollution, ttftd-regtt¼ae:i:efts 7 th 

Executive Officer er-h:i:s-er-her-at:1.~her:i:~ea-re~resef\eae:i:~e 

may require such additional source tests as may be necessary/ 

and may also exclude~ of~ independent tester for such 

additional tests. In such event, the ewf\er-er-epera~er 

responsible party shall pay for each additional test in 

accordance with the schedule of fees set forth in Section 

91201 until compliance is achieved and confirmed. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 

·41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91203. Fee Payment. (a) After completion of aehe 

testsT testing conducted ·~ the State Board directly or ~ 

~ contractor to the State Board, the ewf\er-e:1c-e~e!'a'l::e!' 

responsible party shall be notified by the Accounting 

Office of the State Board, in writing, of the fees to be 

paid for such tests and of preliminary results. er-£er 

AT-6 
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the responsible party eperator-er-owner-0£-t:he-sottree shall 

be assessed the applicable fees in Section 91201 only once 

per each 12-month period. This limitation shall not restrict\ 

• !the State Board f·rom reE!!ttiring conducting additional testing : 

at its own expense. The Executive Officer may assess fees 

for multiple testing, or for multiple samples, where the 

same is necessary to determine compliance.!.. er-~tiaH-e:i:fy 

em:i:ss:i:eHs-for-:i:HveH-eery-J:!t!f'!'Oses..,. 

(b) If the test results indicate that the specific 

source tested is not in compliance with permit conditions or 

with any aH: State aHe. or local fee.era¼ laws .L order, rule, 

or regulation relating to air pollution,·a:nd-regttlat:ionl!l7 th~ 

may require such additional source tests as may be necessary 

and may also exclude use of~ independent tester for such 

additional tests. In such event, the ewner-er-eperat:or 

responsible party shall pay for each additional test in 

accordance with the schedule of fees· set forth in Section 

91201 until compliance is achieved and confirmed. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41Sll and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91203. Fee Payment. (a) After completion of ~he 

:ees:esT testing conducted~ the State Board directly or~ 

~ contractor to the State Board, the ewner-er-eJ!1era4:er 

responsible party shall be notified by the Accounting 

Office of the State Board, in writing, of the fees to be 

paid for such tests and of preliminary results. er-fer 

AT-6 



to pay any such fee within 30 days of the receipt of the 

notice shall constitute grounds for the revocation or 

suspension of the permit to operate the equipment tested. 

The Executive Officer or-h±s-or-her-aat:hor±zed-re:Presel'lt:ett:!i:ye 

may request the district air pollution control officer to 

revoke or suspend any permit until the required fees are 

paid, in accordance with Health and Safety Code Sections 

42304-42309. 

• (b) 8pol't-:Petymel'lt:-0£-t:he-req11:i::i:-ed-£ees, '.!'._t:he responsibl~ 

party owner-or-operat:or-0£-t:he-settree shall be entitled to 

receive a copy of the source test results, if the 

testing was conducted by the State Board or~ independent 

contractor to the State Board, as soon as such test results 

have been verified and finalized. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91204. Financial Hardship Exemption. (a) The 

• responsible party owner-or-operat:er-0£-a-settree may 

petition the Executive Officer of-the-Beard, no later 

than 30 days after receipt of the fee notice described 

in Section 91203, to be excused from payment of fees, or 

a portion of such fees, on the grounds that payment of 

such fees would cause a demonstrable financial hardship. 

(b) For the purposes of this Section, a demonstrable 

financial hardship shall consist of such evidence as is 

capable of demonstrating that full payment will prevent 

the responsible party ewner-er-eperat:er-ef-t:he-searee 

AT-7 



from meeting other financial obligations as they co_me 

due, or will cause the taking of property or the practical 

closing and eliminating of a lawful business. 

(c) Based on the evidence provided, the Executive 

Officer may exempt the responsible party owner-'-er-erierator 

0£-a-sottree from payment of all or a portion of the fees 

otherwise required under Section 91203. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

9:1::265-:---'i'eehnoiogy-'i'esting-rlxempt:i:on-:---'i'he-Elxeetttive 

8££ieer-may-exempt-the-owner-or-operator-o£-a-!IOttree 

dae-pttr_:sttant-to-thi:s-Sttbehapter-where-the-Elxeettt:i:ve 

or-re¼:i:ab:i:¼ity-0£-a.;.epeeifie-eol'!.tro:l:-1t1ei:l'lod,-oeeetu\o:l:egy 

or-elev:i:ee.-

Ne'i'B~--~ttthority-e:i:ted~--~S-3960¼-and-4¼5:l:z,-Hea¼th 
and-Sa£ety-eede-:---Re£erel'!.ee~--sS-4¼5¼0-ana 
4¼5:1:z,-Hea:1:th-al'!.a-Sa£ety-€oae-:- •

9:l:ze6 91205. Small Business. (al A small business 

shall not be required to pay any fees otherwise applicable 

under Section 91201. A "small business," for the purposes 

of this Section, shall be as defined in Subsection. (1), 

Section 1_896, Title 2 of the California Administrative 

Code. 

(b) Any owr,.er-er-0J:3eratot" responsible party who 

desires to establish eligibility for non-payment of fees 

pursuant to Subsection (al shall do so by filing a 
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from meeting other financial obligations as they come 

due, or will cause the taking of property or the practical 

closing and eliminating of a lawful business. 

(c) Based on the evidence provided, the Executive 

Officer may exempt the responsible party owl'ter-'-er-epera-cer 

0£-a-sottree from payment of all or a portion of the fees 

otherwise required under Section 91203. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

9:l:z65-:---'fechnoiogy-'fest:i:ng-El,cempt:i:on,--'fhe-l3,ceettt:!:ve 

8££:i:eer-may-exempt-the-own.er-or-operator-e£-a-sottree 

dtte-pttrsttant--co--chis-Stt:behar,ter-where-the-E,ceett-c:i:ve 

or-re:l±a:bi¼ity-0£-a-'-si,ee:i:£:i:e-eel'ttre¼-me-chea,-teet11'!eiegy 

er-eleviee ... 

N8'fE~--Attthori-cy-ei-cea~--§§-396S±-al'ta-4:l5:l%-;-Hea¼-ch 
ana-Sa£e-cy-eeae,--Re£erel'tee~--§§-4¼5¼8-al'ta 
4:l5:l%-;-Hea¼th-ana-Sa£e-cy-€eae, 

91%06 91205. Small Business. (a) A small business 

shall not be required to pay any fees otherwise applicable 

under Section 91201. A "small business," for the purposes 

of this Section, shall be as defined in Subsection. (1), 

Section 1.896, Title 2 of the California Administrative 

Code. 

(b) Any owner-er-el'erater responsible party who 

desires to establish eligibility for non-payment of fees 

pursuant to Subsection (a) shall do soby filing a 
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written statement, under penalty of perjury, that the 

business is a small business, as defined. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91206. Request for Independent Tester. (a) By 

August 1, 1981, or by June 1 of any year thereafter, any 

responsible party who seeks to have compliance testing 

performed by an independent tester for the following fiscal 

year shall inform the Executive Officer in writing of this 

• desire. If no such request is made, then compliance testing 

for the fiscal year may be conducted by the Executive 

Officer or by an independent contractor to the State Board. 

(b) All requests for an independent tester shall 

include the name(s) of the independent testers, the type of 

source or sources to be tested, the type of test or tests to 

be performed, and a statement by the responsible party that 

it will comply with the requirements of Sections 91208-91212 

of this Subchapter and that the designated independent 

tester has agreed to perform any necessary source testing. 

{c) Independent testers shall in all cases be subject 

to approval by the Executive Officer. 

{d) At any time a responsible party which has pre­

viously designated an approved independent tester pursuant 

to Subsection (a) of this Section may apply for the sub­

stitution, addition or removal of a designation of an 

independent tester. No such change shall be effective for 

at least 60 days following the application. 
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(e) The Executive Officer may compliance test any 

source and charge a fee to the responsible party for 

the cost of such test, notwithstanding a request for an 

independent tester, if any of the following conditions 

prevail: 

(1) The responsible party has not designated 

an independent tester to the Executive Officer by 

August 1, 1981 or by June 1 for any year thereafter. 

(2) The Executive Officer has found the 

designated independent tester(s) non-approvable. 

(3) The designated independent tester has 

not timely submitted information requested by the 

Executive Officer pursuant to Section 91207(a). 

(4) A violation has been found by the most 

recent source test conducted within a year prior to the 

proposed current source test; provided, however, 

that such restriction shall only apply for the specific 

source found in violation. 

(5) The Executive Officer has determined 

that other good cause exists to deny the request. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91207. Approval of lndependent Testers. (a) 

lndependent testers may be approved for performing any 

of the tests listed in Section 91201 of this Subchapter 

or such other tests as deemed appropriate by the Executive 

Officer to determine compliance of a source with applicable 

laws and rules. Such approval can be accomplished by a 

AT-10 
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(e) The Executive Officer may compliance test any 

source and charge a fee to the responsible party for 

the cost of such test, notwithstanding a request for an 

independent tester, if any of the following conditions 

prevail: 

(1) The responsible party has not designated 

an independent tester to the Executive Officer by 

August 1, 1981 or by June 1 for any year thereafter. 

(2) The Executive Officer has found the 

designated independent tester(s) non-approvable. 

(3) The designated independent tester has 

not timely submitted information requested by the 

Executive Officer pursuant to Section 91207(a). 

(4) A violation has been found by the most 

recent source test conducted within a year prior to the 

proposed current source test; provided, however, 

that such restriction shall only apply for the specific 

source found in violation. 

(5) The Executive Officer has determined 

that other good cause exists to deny the request. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91207. Approval of Independent Testers. (a) 

Independent testers may be approved for performing any 

of the tests listed in Section.91201.of this Subchapter 

or such other tests as deemed appropriate by the Executive 

Officer to determine compliance of a source with applicable 

laws and rules. Such approval can be accomplished by a 

AT-10 
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potential tester's writing the Executive Officer and 

specifying the test(s) for which approval is sought. The 

potential tester shall then provide any necessary data 

requested by the Executive Officer which can substantiate 

the potential tester's qualifications for performing the 

noted test(s). 

• 
(bl Approval of an independent tester may be withdrawn 

at any time if the approved tester fails to comply with the 

requirements specified in Sections 91215-91218 of this 

Subchapter or fails to provide the type and quality of data 

required by the Executive Officer. 

(c) Upon disapproval or withdrawal of approval of an 

independent tester, the Executive Officer shall send by 

certified mail a written statement of the reasons for such 

action to the independent tester, and to any responsible 

party requesting or using such tester. 

(d) An independent tester may request reconsideration 

of the decision of the Executive Officer to disapprove or 

withdraw approval of such tester. The request must be 

received by the Executive Officer within 30 days after 

mailing the written statement described in Subsection (c), 

and shall contain all evidence the independent tester 

asserts justifies reconsideration. The Executive Officer 

may rescind the disapproval or withdrawal if he or she 

determines that the independent tester satisfies the appli­

cable requirements of this Subchapter. A written statement 

of the reasons for the Executive Officer's decision shall 
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be transmitted in accordance with Subsection (c) of this 

Section. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 
Health and Safety Code. Re
41511 and 41512, Health and 

39601 and 41512, 
ference: §§ 41510, 
Safety Code. 

91208. Conflict ~f Interest. (a) An independent 

tester shall not be allowed to conduct a compliance source 

test pursuant to this Subchapter if: 

(1) It is owned in whole or part by the 

responsible party of the source; or 

(2) In the 12 months preceeding the test, the 

independent tester has received gross income from the 

responsible party, other than as a result of source t-est 

contracts entered into pursuant to this Subchapter, in 

excess of $100,000, or in excess of ten percent of the 

independent tester's gross annualized revenues; provided 

that for the purposes of this Subsection, "independent 

tester" and "responsible party" shall include any entity 

under common ownership with such tester or party; or 

(3) The independent tester manufactured or 

installed any emission control device or monitor utilized in 

connection with the specific source to be tested. 

{b) An independent tester shall not utilize in a 

compliance test pursuant to this Subchapter any employee or 

agent who holds a direct or indirect investment in the 

responsible party of the source of $1,000 or more, or who 

has directly received in the previous 12 months income in 

excess of $250 from the responsible party of the source, 
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be transmitted in accordance with Subsection (c) of this 

Section. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91208. Conflict of Interest. (a) An independent 

tester shall not be allowed to conduct a compliance source 

test pursuant to this Subchapter if: 

(l) It is owned in whole or part by the 

responsible party of the source; or 

(2) In the 12 months preceeding the test, the 

independent tester has received gross income from the 

responsible party, other than as a result of source test 

contracts entered into pursuant to this Subchapter, in 

excess of $100,000, or in excess of ten percent of the 

independent tester's gross annualized revenues; provided 

that for the purposes of this Subsection, "independent 

tester" and "responsible party" shall include any entity 

under common ownership with such tester or party; or 

(3) The independent tester manufactured or 

installed any emission control device or monitor utilized in 

connection with the specific source to be tested. 

(b) An independent tester shall not utilize in a 

compliance test pursuant to this Subchapter any employee or 

agent who holds a direct or indirect investment in. the 

responsible party of the source of $1,000 or more, or who 

has directly received in the previous 12 months income in 

excess of $250 from the responsible party of the source, 
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or who is a director, officer, partner, employee, trustee, 

or holds any position of management in the responsible party 

of the source. ,. 
(c) If the E>;ecutive Officer determines that a complia1ce 

source test administered pursuant to this Subchapter was not 

conducted in accordance with the provisions of this Section, ! 

he or she may invalidate the results of the test and the 

tester may be subject to disqualification from further 

testing on the Board's behalf . 

• NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91209. Pretest Inspection Right of Entry.· The respons4"ble 

party which has requested testing by an independent tester 

must allow er.try to both authorized representatives of the 

independent tester and authorized representatives of the 

Executive Officer for the purpose of conducting a pretest 

inspection. 

• 
NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 

Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91210. Right of Entry During Independent Testing. 

When a responsible party requests to be tested by an in­

dependent tester, the responsible party shall grant entry tol 

the actual test site, without prior notice, to both the 

tester's authorized personnel and the Executive Officer's 

authorized personnel. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

AT-13 



91211. Oversight. All testing requested by the 

Executive Officer and conducteo. by an independent tester may 

be observed by an authorized representative of the Executive 

Officer. 

NOTE: . Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91212. Audit Testing of Independent Testers. Without 

prior notice the responsible party must allow personnel and 

equipment authorized by the Executive Officer entry for the 

purpose of testing the capability of the independent tester 

during the performance of a test. 

NOTE: Authority cited: 
Health and Safety 
41511 and 41512, 

§§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 

Health and Safety Code. 

91213. Availability of Independent Tester. Th~: 

responsible party must notify the designated independent 

tester that he or she may be called upon to perform testing 

with at least 24-hours advance notice from the Executive 

Officer. If the tester cannot respond within the required 

time, then the Executive Officer may conduct the required 

testing. In such cases the responsible party will be charge 

for the testing in accordance with Section 91201, Title 17, 

California Administrative Code. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health. and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91214. Fee and Payment for Testing by Independent 

Testers. Fees and payment for testing conducted by in­

depender.t testers shall be arranged by agreement between the 
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91211. Oversight. All testing requested by the 

Executive Officer and conduct-ed by an independent tester may 

be observed by an authorized representative of the Executive 

Officer. 

NOT.E: . Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91212. Audit Testing of Independent Testers. Without 

prior notice the responsible party must allow personnel and 

equipment authorized by the Executive Officer entry for the 

purpose of testing the capability of the independent tester 

during the performance of a test. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 4151.2, Health and Safety Code. 

91213. Availability of Independent Tester. Tht: 

responsible party must notify the designated independent 

tester that he or she may be called upon to perform testing 

with at least 24-hours advance notice from the Executive 

Officer. If the tester cannot respond within the required 

time, ther. the Executive Officer may conduct the required , 

testing. In such cases the responsible party will be charge~ 

for the testing in accordance with Section 91201, Title 17, 

California Administrative Code. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91214. Fee and Payment for Testing by Independent 

Testers. Fees and payment for testing conducted by in­

depender.t testers shall be arranged by agreement between the 
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independent tester and the responsible party. In no case 

will the State Board be responsible for collection of fees 

for any independent tester. 

NOTE': Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91215. Confidentiality of Test Information. Without 

prior approval of the E>ctcutive Officer, the independent 

tester shall not disclose to the responsible party or the 

responsible party's personnel in advance of the test the 

dates, locations, or times of testing. The independent 

tester shall not disclose to the responsible party the 

results of the test prior to disclosure to the Air Resource~ 

• 
Board. Failure to keep such information confidential for 

such a period may result in indefinite disqualification of 

the tester. 

NOTE, Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91216. Records and Reports. All original records madel 
! 

during testing requested by the State Board shall become thel• 
I 

property of the State Board. All or part of such records 

may be requested by the Executive Officer at any time durin91 

or after the test period. All original records and the 

report of results from the tester should be provided to the 
i 

• IExecutive Officer no later than 30 days after the testing l.51 . 
I 

· complete. Failure to provide the required records or 
' 

reports may result in disqualification of the tester for 

further testing required by the State Board. 
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NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91217. ~onformity During Testing. An independent 

tester shall conform to reasonable requests made b~ the 

Executive Officer during the test period. Failure to 

conform as such may result in disqualification from testing 

as required by the St.ate Board. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91218. Testimony. When requested by the Executive 

Officer, the independent tester shall provide testimony in 

court or other prosecutional assistance related to violation 

discovered as a result of the independent tester's complianc 

source test. Charges of the independent tester to the State 

Board for such services shall not exceed the actual travel 

costs, the per diem rate for state employees applicable at 

the time of the services, and remuneration for personal 

services on an hourly basis not to exceed the hourly cost to 

the State of an employee of the State Board whose job 

functions are most closely equivalent to the functions of 

the representative of the independent tester rendering the 

personal services. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91219. Validity of Independent Tester's Compliance 

Test Data. Test data produced during compliance testing of 

a source by an independent tester will be reviewed by the 
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NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91217. ~onformity During Testing. An independent 

tester shall conform to reasonable requests made by the 

Executive Officer during the test period. Failure to 

conform as such may result in disqualification from testing 

as required by the State Board. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
He2-lth and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91218. Testimony. When requested by the Executive 

Officer, the independent tester shall provide testimony in 

court or other prosecutional assistance related to violations 

discovered as a result of the independent tester's compliance 

source test. Charges of the independent tester to the State 

Board for such services shall not exceed the actual travel 

costs, the per diem rate for state employees applicable at 

the time of the services, and remuneration for personal 

services on an hourly basis not to exceed the hourly cost to 

the State of an employee of the State Board whose job 

functions are most closely equivalent to the functions of 

the representative of the independent tester rendering the 

personal services. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

91219. Validity of Independent Tester's Compliance 

Test Data. Test data produced during compliance testing of 

a source by an independent tester will be reviewed by the 
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Executive Officer to determine its validity. If such data 

is determined after consultation with the independent tester 

and the responsible party to be invalid, the Executive 

Officer may require a repeat compliance test of the source. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code. 

• 

91220. • Unannounced Testing. When there is reasonable 

cause to believe that a violation has occurred, is occurring, 

or will occur, the Executive Officer may test directly 

without prior notice and without allowing such testing to be 

conducted by an independent tester. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512, 
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510, 
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code . 

• 

AT-17 



State of California 
AIR K~SOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Further Consider Proposed Revisions to 
Source Testing Fees and Requirements Specified in Article 2, 
Subchapter 5, Chapter l, Part III, Title 17, of the 
California Administrative Code 

Agenda Item No. 81-10-1 

Public Hearing Date: Mas; 21, 1981 

Response Date: May 21, 1981 

• Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: No comments were received at the hearing identifying 
any significant environmental issues. 

Response: N/A 

• CectHied, Boa,~ .,1%_,,,-,,«p 
Date: r; I/ CJ J ?/

7 7 

• 

RECZiVED 
Of:ics d t: , S ,,:rQt"lry 
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.Stal·• of California 

.i'Jl e m o r a n d u m 

Fram 

• 

Huey D. Johnson 
Secre~::.ry 
Resources Agenc; 

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 Resourc~s Board hereby forwards 
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en­
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

A~ 
Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY 

attachments 
Resolution 81-2 

RECEIVED 
Offke of th-;; Secretary 

Date : 

Subject: 

June 11, 1981 
' 

Filing of Not~ce of 
Decision of the Air 
Resources Board 

Resoun.--~ n~-....., ..,, ...u1ifornia 

https://Secre~::.ry


- State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-3 

January 6, 1981 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 979-80 entitled 
Rebuild California Air Resources Board Field Fumigation Facility and 
Maintain for Experimental Use 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 979-80 entitled Rebuild California Air Resources 
Board Field Fumigation Facility and Maintain for Experimental Use 
submitted by the University of California at Riverside for an 
amount not to exceed $72,344; 

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: i 

Proposa 1 Number 979-80 entitled Rebuild Ca 1 i forni a Air Resources Boaird 
Field Fumigation Facility and Maintain for Experimental Use submitte~ 
by the University of California at Riverside for an amount not to : 
exceed $72,344. i 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED. that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the rese~rch 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $72,344. 

I 

I certify that the above is a 
true and correct copy of i 

Resolution 81-3 as passed by 
the Air Resources Board. I 

i 
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ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO,: Mail Ballo~ 
DATE: January 6, 1981 

Research Proposal No, 979-80 entitled "Rebuild California 
Air Resources Board Field Fumigation Facility and Maintain 
For Experimenta 1 Use." 

Adopt Resolution 81-3 approving Research Proposal No. 979-80 
for funding in an amount not to exceed $72,344. 

The California Air Resources Board funded the construction 
of twenty experimental chambers at the Statewide Air 
Pollution Research Center in 1977 to facilitate researth 
on how air pollution affects plants and the extent of 
economic loss caused by air pollutants. The facilities have 
been used extensively by Air Resources Board contractors, 
but were damaged by wind storms. In addition to the storm 
damage, the chambers require day-to-day supervision for the 
most effective and efficient use of the facilities. 

i 

This proposal is submitted to rebuild, improve, maintain 
and operate the facility during the 1981 calendar yeari,
The specific goals are: ' 

' 

1. Clean the area around the chambers, regrade the s~il 
surface and improve drainage of the site. 

2. Rebuild the chambers so they can better resist storm 
damage and reg 1 aze the chambers. ! 

3. Clean and repair the existing air blower system an~ 
add another equal capacity air blower system to ov~r­
come temperature build-up within the chambers. 

4. Repair and recalibrate all the pollutant monitoring, 
temperature and light recording equipment. 

5. Provide day-to-day supervision and/or operate facil­
ities during experiments and provide normal maintenance 
during the calendar year 1981. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-4 

January 30, 1981 MAIL BALLO!T 

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, a solicited research Proposal Number 960-80 entitled, "Developmen~ 
and Improvement of Organic Compound Emission Inventories for California," 
has been submitted by the 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 960-80 entitled, "Development and Improvement of Organic 
Compound Emission Inventories for California," submitted by the Scien~e 
Applications, Inc., for an amount not to exceed $249,993; ' 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air resources Board pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts 

Proposal Number 960-80 entitled, "Deve1opment and Improvement of Orgal'ni c 

the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves 
following: 

the · 

I 

Compound Emission Inventories for California," submitted by the Science 
Applications, Inc., for an amount not to exceed $249,993, . 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminis-i 
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for 
the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $249,993. 

! 

I certify that the above is a 
true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-4 as passed 
by the Air Resources Board. 

Sall~~~ 
Board Secretary 
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ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

DATE: January 30, 1981 
Ma i1 Ba11 ot 

!

' 

Research Proposal Ne. 960-80 entitled 
"Development and Improvement of Organic Compound
Emission Inventories in California." 

Adopt Resolution 81-4 approving Research Proposal 
No. 960-80 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$249,993. 

Air pollution control officials in oxidant non­
attainment areas in the State are concerned with 
reducing hydrocarbon emissions to attain air quality 
standards. To ensure the successful implementation
of future control measures, however, and to improve 
confidence in current emission control efforts it is 
necessary to develop and improve statewide organic 
compound emission inventories. 

The degree of reliability of current estimates of 
organic compound emissions in the air pollution 
control districts and the Air Resources Board's 
emission inventories is uncertain. There are many 
source categories for which more work is needed to 
ensure that data are complete and accurate. 

This project will upgrade the 1979 organic compound
emission inventories by the development and implementa­
tion of methodologies for obtaining the required
pertinent information to permit the validating of 
those inventories. 

In addition to the methodologies development, the 
objectives of this project are to perform mass 
balance computations for the manufacture, use, re­
cycle, and disposal of organic solvents. From these, 
the proponent will be required to assign a statistical 
measure of reliability to the upgraded emission 
inventory and to compare existing inventories for the 
South Coast and Bay Area Air Quality Management
Districts with the upgraded inventory. 

The project is divided into two tasks with the 
greater effort expanded upon the methodologies
development and the mass bc,l ance computations. 
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The lesser effort involves upgrading the South 
Coast and Bay Area AQMDs' inventories. 

The Research SrrP.P.ning Committee has critiqued and 
approved the RFP which was then released to 
approximately 100 contractors. Five responses were 
received and reviewed by staff members in the 
Research and Stationary Source Control Divisions. 
In addition to staff's review and recommendation to 
the Screening Committee, the Committee informally 
interviewed representatives of two recommended 
contractors. On the basis of their presentation and 
as reinforced by the interview, Science Applications, 
Inc. was selected for recommendation to the Board. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81..:5 

March 25, 1981 

Agenda Item No: 81-4-2 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board (Board) and/or the Federal Environmental 
Protection Agency have adopted ambient air quality standards for nitrogen
dioxide, oxidant (ozone), and particulate matter, and the Board has 
adopted an ambient air quality standard for visibility reducing
particulate matter, and these standards are consistently violated in 
several of the state's air basins, notably the South Coast Air Basin; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39003, 39500, 39602, and 41500 
authorize the Board to coordinate, encourage, and review efforts to attailn 
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, and to hold public hearings; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations
require that an acitivity not be adopted as proposed if mitigation measunes 
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; 

I 

WHEREAS, on January_21 and 22, 1981, the Board held a duly notlced ____ f
I 

public meeting to hear comments concerning the approval of a proposed 
suggested control measure for the control of nitnogen oxides from 
utility gas turbines, and based on these comments the Board continued 
the item until the March 25, 1981 meeting and remanded the measure with 
suggested revisions back to the Technical Review Group for the 
Suggested Control Measure Development Process for reconsideration; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

1. That emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) frlJllll electric 
utility gas turbines contribute to violations of the state 
and/or national ambient standards from nitrogen dioxide (N02), 
and TSP, and the state ambient air quality
standard for visibility in several of the state's air basins; 

2. That technology for reducing NOx emissions from electric utility! gas
turbines to approximately 25 percent of their uncontrolled 
emission rates is technically feasible and commercially availab1e, 
and cost effective even when potential fuel penalties are consiiered; 

I 
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3. That the potential fuel penalty which may result from this level r 
of control is acceptable in view of the air quality benefits whic 
would result from the control; 

4. That the technology to control emissions of oxides of nitrogen 
! 

from utility gas turbines to 10 percent of their uncontrolled 
levels has not yet been used on full scale turbines; 

5. That the staff report, the information presented at the 
January 22 and March 25, 1981 Board meetings,and the prepared 
written response to environmental concerns adequately address 
the environmental issues associated with this suggested control 
measure and the Board concurs in the staff's finding that no 
significant adverse environmental effects are likely to result 
from adoption ,and implementation of the suggested control measur~. 

WHEREAS, the Technical Review Group for the Suggested Control Measure 
Development Process has approved the proposed measure as set forth in 
Attachment A to this Resolution. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board approves 
the suggested control measure for the control of NOx emissions from electr:ic 
utility gas turbines as set forth as Attachment A to this resolution; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to forward 
the suggested control measure to the South Coast Air Quality Managment e 
District and the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District with a 
recorrmendation that these districts adopt a rule of equivalent effectiven ss, 
and to forward the measure to other districts with a recommendation that 
they consider adoption of the measure or a similar measure to the extent , 
that such districts need to further reduce emissions of oxides of nitrogenj 

1in order to attain ambient air quality standards. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to provide I 

assistance to any district requestimg assistance in adopting, interpreting 
or implementing the suggested control measure. 

., 

1 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-5 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 



Attachment A 
Suggested Control Measure to Limit NOx Emissions 
· from Electric Utility Gas Turbines 

For gas turbines that are used for the production of electric 
power and are owned or operated by a private or public electric 
utility as defined by the California Public Utilities Code, 
emissions of oxides of nitrogen shall not exceed the following
limits: 

GAS TURBINES INSTALLED BEFORE JANUARY 1, 1989 

FUEL NOx COMPLIANCE 
EMISSION DATE 

LIMITS 

Methanol or Natural Gas 0.18 µg/J output January l, 1983 or Date of Installation* 
Distillate or Other 0.28 µg/J output January l, 1983 or Date of Installation* 

GAS TURBINES INSTALLED ON OR AFTER JANUARY 1, 1989 

FUEL NOx COMPLIANCE 
EMISSION DATE 

LIMITS 

Methanol or Natural Gas 0.10 µg/J output January 1, 1989 or Date of Installation* 
Distillate or Other 0.16 µg/J output January 1, 1989 or Date of Installation* 

I 

1 * Units operated less than 200 hours per calendar year are exempt from 
this limitation. Determination of hours of operation per calendar ye~r
shall be based on the average of th~ee (3) of the five (5) preceding
calendar years. Upon the determination of the technological review '

1 

after September 1, 1985, the 200 hour exemption may be reassessed to 
reflect the cost of technology designed to meet the emission limits o~ 
0.10 and 0.16 microgram of NOx per joule of output. 

All emission determinations shall be made using modified EPA Method 2q
(see Appendix A). , 

For simple, combined, and regene.rative cycle installations, the outpjt
shall be defined as the total megawatts generated. For cogeneration
installations, the output shall be defined as the megawatts generated
plus the energy reclaimed by the heat recovery system. 

The following equation shall be used to convert uncorrected volume 
parts per million of NOx to micrograms of NOx per joule of output: 

:0016 (k . exhaust/second) = ..,_.µ'""'g'-'/~..cc!O..ccx-,--_
MW output joule output 
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After September l, 1985, the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) 
shall, within 60 days upon receipt of a petition, conduct a public 
hearing to determine the feas ibil i t_y of meeting the emission limits 
of 0.10 and 0.16 microgram of NOx per joule of output based on 
evidence from applicable demonstration units. If the APCO determines1 
that compliance with this emission limit is not technologically · 
feasible or is not cost-effective withi!n the timetable set by this 
control measure, (s)he shall postpone the compliance date, or shall 
modify the emission limit ,to. the extent supported by the evidence. 
Upon request by the APCO or District Board, the State Air Resources 
Board shall conduct the public hearing. 

Each utility owning or operating more than 200 megawatts total of rat*d 
capacity of turbines, subject to this rule, shall conduct or ' 
participate in a demonstration project of technology designed to 
achieve emission levels of 0.10 µg/J output when operated on methanol 
or natural gas or, 0.16 µg/J output when operated on distillate or 
other fuels, subject to the approval of the APCO, and shall report 
the result of the demonstration project at the public hearing noted 
above. Each utility subject to this requirement shall submit tb-
the APCO a plan delineating scheduled increments of progress. 



Appendix A 
Modified EPA Method 20 

For the purpose of this suggested control measure, the following
modifications shall be applied to EPA Reference Method 20 as published
in the Federal Register on September 10. 197,9. 

1. General Note - All references to so2 or sulfur measurement· 

shall be deleted. 

2. Section 4.1.4 - The NOx to NO converter as shown in Figure 20.l 

is normally integrated into the NOx analyzer. In addition the 

deletion of the converter shall not be an option as it 

presently is in Method 20. 

3. Section 4.3 - Calibration gases shall be at 0, 50 percent, 

and 90 percent of full scale. The full scale value shall 

be selected so that the measured value is approximately 50 

percent of scale. 

4. Section 6.1.2 - Delete all references to a preliminary :02 
traverse, however, o2 shall be measured continuously during the 

test. 

5. Section 6.1.2.l - The minimum number of points shall be specified 

by the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO). 

6. Section 6.2 - Testing shall be at the load conditions specified 

by the APCO but shall not be less than 50 percent of base load. 

The test period shall be a minimum of fifteen minutes -er load 

condition to determine compliance initially. However, if the 

source is not in compliance after the initial fifteen minutes, 

the test shall be continued for at least one hour and forty-five 

minutes. The stack shall be traversed initially to determine the 
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degree of stratification in the stack. Sampling time at each 

traverse point shall be a ,minimum of two minutes plus system 

response time. The remainder of the test period shall be with 

the probe inlet at the average point. 

· 7. An ultimate analysis or equivalent shall be performed on the fuel 

fired using ASTM method D3178-74 or D3176 (liquid fuels) or D1946-67 

(72} (gaseous fuels} as applicable, to determine the theoretical 

maximum concentration of co in the flue gases. The measured o22 

concentration in the flue gases shall not deviate by more than an 

amount specified by the APCO, from the predicted o2 concentration 

based on the concurrent CO measurement and the ultimate analysis.2 



Appendix B 
Alternative Emission Limit to the 

Suggested Control Measure to Limit NOx Emissions 
from Electric Utility Gas Turbines 

For gas turbines that are used for the production of electric 
power and are owned or operated by a private or public electric 
utility as defined by the. California Public Utilities Code, 
emissionsof oxides of nitrogen shal 1 not exceed an emission 
limit as determined by the fo 11 owing equation: 

EMISSION LIMIT = STANDARD x UNIT EFFICIENCY 
STANDARD EFFICIENCY 

STANDARD 

GAS TURBINES INSTALLED BEFORE JANUARY l, 1989 

FUEL PPMv NOx COMPLIANCE DATE 

Methanol or Natural Gas 25 January 1, 1983 or Date of Inst~llation* 
All Other 40 January 1, 1983 or Date of Instr11 at ion* 

GAS TURBINES INSTALLED ON OR AFTER JANUARY 1, 1989 i 

Methanol or Natural Gas 12 January 1, 1989 or Date of Installation* 
All Other 20 January 1, 1989 or Date of Instrllation* 

STANDARD EFFICIENCY= 25 percent 

UNIT EFFICIENCY= The total megawatt output for simple and combined 

cycle installations or the sum of the energies of megawatt output and 

recovered heat for cogeneration installations divided by the heat input 

(as determined by a fuel measuring device accurate to+ 5 percent and 

based on the higher heating value of the fuel). Any turbine which has 

a tested efficiency greater than 25 percent will be allowed the demonstrat d 

efficiency as the unit efficiency. Any turbine with an efficiency lower 

than 25 percent is allowed a 25 percent unit efficiency for the purpose 

of this limitation. 

The volume concentration of the oxides of nitrogen (NOx}, shall be 

calculated as nitrogen dioxide corrected to 15 percent oxygen, on a 
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dry basis, for all units except regenerative cycle units which shall 

be corrected to 16 percent oxygen on a dry basis. 

* Units operated less than 200 hours per calendar year are exempt from 
this limitation. Determination of hours of operation per calendar 
year shall be based on the. average of three (3) of the five (5) 
preceding calendar years. Upon the determination of the technological 
review after September 1, 1985, the 200 hour exemption may be 
reassessed to reflect the cost of technology designed to meet the 
emission limits of 12 ppmv and 20 ppmv. 

All emission determination shall be made using modified EPA Method 
20 (See Appendix A). 

After September 1, 1985, the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) 
shall within 60 days upon receipt of a petition conduct a public 
hearing to determine the'feasibility of meeting the emission limits 
of 12 ppm¥ and 20 ppmv based on evidence from applicable demonstration 
units. I the APCO determines that compliance with this emission 
limit is not technologically feasible or is not cost-effective within 
the timetable set by this control measure, (s)he shall postpone the 
compliance date, or shall modify the emission limit to the extent 
supported by the evidence. Upon request by the APCO or District Board,. 
the State Air Resources Board shall conduct the public hearing. 

Each utility owning or operating more than 200 megawatts total of 
rated capacity of turbines, subject to this rule, shall conduct or 
participate in a demonstration project of technology designed to achieve 
emission levels of 12 ppmv when operated on methanol or natural gas, or 
20 ppm when operated on operated on distillate or other fuels, 
subjec¥ to the approval of the APCO, and shall report the result of 
the demonstration project at the public hearing noted above. Each 
utility subject to this requirement shall submit, to 0 the APCO, a plan 
delineating scheduled increments of progress. 



State,of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Responses to Significant Environmental Issues 

ITEM: Publ"ic Meeting to Consider a Suggested Control Measure for the 
Control of Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions from Electric Utility
Gas Turbines 

PUBLIC HEARING DATE: January 21, ,22, 1981 (continued March 25, 1981) 

RESPONSE DATE: March 25, 1981 

ISSUING AUTHORITY: Air Resources Board 

COMMENT: The application of water injection to previously uncontrolled 
utility gas turbines will: 

l. Increase particulate matter emissions (Chevron USA)
2. Generate hazardous waste products from the 

demineralization of water needed for water injection
(Southern California Edison) 

3. Increase hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide emissions from 
distillate fuels (Southern California Edison, GM)

4. Increase aldehyde emissions wheni burning methanol (ARB) 
5. Increase sulfur dioxide emissions (Southern California 

Edison)
6, Reduce NOx emissions but increase ozone concentration 

due to the scavenging effect of NOx. (Southern California 
Edison)

7. Increase water consumption. (Southern California Edison) 

RESPONSE: 

l. No source test data which has been provided to the staff 
has indicated there will be increases in particulate matter 
emissions at the rates necessary to comply with this 
measure. This data shows that · µarticulate matter emission1s 
can be reduced by up to 50% as a result of water injection. 

2. No hazardous solid or liquid waste products are generated
from water demineralization that is necessary to comply 
with this measure. The staff estimates that this measure 
will require an additional 35 acre-feet of water to 
be demineralized each year and this will result in 
approximately 7 acre-feet of wastewater being generated. . 
This wastewater containing miner~l salts, is disposed of a~ 
municipal sewage. It should be oted that this wastewater 
meets all state and local wastew ter discharge standards. ! 

3. The data on which Southern Calif rnia Edison based its 
IECEIVEO BY conclusion that water injection~will increase hydrocarbon

Qffice of fhe s..cretary and carbon monoxide emissions a e inconclusive. Other data 
have shown that there are incre ses as well as decreases in 

- APR o61981 these emissions as a result of w ter injection. Whether 
there be an increase or decrease depends upon operating and 

I 
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design parameters. In any case, if there are increases 
in these emissions 1 these emissions should be mitigated 
by designing and operating the water injection system 
to optimize combustion efficiency, thereby mi nimi zing the 
impact of hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide emiss i ans. 
Limited data indicate that aldehyde emissions do increase 
as a result of using water injection while burning 
methanol. However, these emissions are significantly lower 
than aldehyde emissions from natural gas without water 
injection. If turbines currently on natural gas are 
converted to methanol and water injected, aldehyde 
emissions would decrease. 
Emissions of sulfur dioxides should not significantly 
increase due to the use·of water ,injection. Since sulfur 
dioxide emissions are based on the consumption rate of distillate 
fuel, and since water injection is expected to increase fuel: 
consumption by no more than 2.5 percent, increases of sulfur 
dioxides emissions will be minimal. It should be noted that 
natural gas can be the major fuel fired in gas turbines. 
S7nce natural gas contains very little sulfur, increases 
in sulfur dioxides from the increase use of natural gas will 
be insignificant. 
Southern California Edison's conclusion th~t because N0x 
emissions scavenge (decrease) ozone, reductions in N0x 
emissions without corresponding reductions in hydrocarbon 
emissions will result in increased ambient ozone levels is 
false. The ARB field studies, in which the plumes of 
large power plants were traced over distances of 100 kilome ers 
or more, have shown that while N0x in the plume scavenges oz ne 
aloft in the immediate vicinity of the source, N0x ultimatelY: 
increases ozone as the plume moves f~rther downwind and 
mixes with the surrounding air (ARB Staff Report released 
September 19, 1980 which considers rules of the SCAMQD 1135. l 
and Ventura 59.l, page l54ff). Thus, reductions in N0x 
emissions will ultimately reduce ozone levels. 
Water injection will result in increased water consumption. 
The staff estimates that increases in water comsumption due 
to this measure will amouht to approximately 35 acre-feet 
of water per year. This is not a significant impact in 
comparison with the annual water consumption for this area 
which is about 2 million acre-feet and current supplies and 
entitlements are adequate to meet this increase in use. 

~~~ BoarITecretary 

/ I 



State of California 

Memorandum 

Huey D. Johnson Dote : April 6, 1981 
Secretary 
Resources Agency Subject: Fi 1 i ng of Not~ ce. 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. 

A~ 
Sally Rump
Board Secretary 

attachments 
Resol~-~ 

RFCEIVED BY ,,IE'C!IVED BY 
Offlrtt ol the S11cretary Office nf the 5,.,,,..,tttrt 

1\PR O6 1981 ,'<1::R Ct r :J1 : 

RNOul'CQ Agency of California 8-ur- Agency of Calitlnla 

I 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-6 

January 30, 1981 

_ tlai LBallot 

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, a solicited research Proposal Number 968-80 entitled, "Inventory
of Asbestos Emissions in California," has been submitted by the Science 
Applications, Inc. 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 968-80 entitled, "Inventory of Asbestos Emissions 
in California," submitted by the Science Applications, Inc. for an 
amount not to exceed $99,905; 

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

Proposal Number 968-80 entitled, "Inventory of Asbestos Emissions 
in California," submitted by the Science Applications, Inc. for an 
amount not to exceed $99,905, 

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 $99,905. 

I certify that the above is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-6 as 
passed by the Air Resources 
Board. 

SallyRump
Board Secretary 

I 
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ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

····~·· ·1 ..· 
DATE: January .30t. 1981 

Mai 1 Ba 11 olt 

Research Proposal No. 968-80 entitled 
"Inventory of Asbestos Emissions in California." 

Adopt Resolution 81-6 approving Research Proposal
Ne. 968-80 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$99,905. 

Asbestos fibers in the respirable size range (smaller
than about 5 micrometers) have been shown to produce
pleural and peritoneal mesotheliomas among occupational 
groups exposed to various forms of the fibrous asbestos'. 
A special particle sampler has been devised by Dr. 
Walter John of the Air and Industrial Hygiene Labora­
tories to collect ambient particulate material in the 
recommended aerodynamic diameter range. The Environmental 
Protection Agency has promulgated a method for the electron 

. microscopic examination of these sma 11 diameter as bes to~ 
fibers. 

In this study, the contractor, using the special samplers 
at appropriate locations throughout California and 
analyzing the fibrous particulate catch with scanning
and transmission electron microscopes, will quantify
asbestos particles in the 1 to 5 micrometer range.
Ambient air samples will be collected at ten locations 
in California rural and urban areas to assess emis-
sions from mining, manufacturing, milling, transporta­
tion, waste disposal and natural geographic locations. 
Two samplers wi 11 be used at each site for upwind/
downwind sampling at some sites·and for downwind 
sampling only at other sites. Sampling will be 
conducted over a 24-hour period to determine diurnal 
variation. Sampling times will be varied to optimize
filter loading. Meteorological data also will be 
collected. 

The ultimate goal of the research project is to 
establish worst-case respirable asbestos concentra­
tions in representative California locations, including 
areas with large population exposed to low asbestos 
concentrations. The staff of the Stationary Source 
Control Division will use the results to assess the 
need for control measures applicable to various kinds 
of asbestos-emitting facilities. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-7 

January 30, 1981 

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, a solicited research Proposal Number 963-80 entitled "Comoonents 
Influencing the Deterioration of Vehicle Emission Control Systems.'' has been 
submitted by the Systems Control, Inc. 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; 

Prooosal .Number 963-8.0 entitled "Components Influencinq the Deterioratior 
I 

of Vehicle Emission Control Systems",submitted by the Systems Control, I c. 
for an amount not to exceed.$84,982, 

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 : 

1 

following: 
I 

Proposal Number 963-80 entitled "Components Influencing the Deteriorat iar'n 
of Vehicle Emission Control Systems" submitted by the Systems Contra], I!Jc. 
for an amount not to exceed $84,982, 

1 

I 

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 $84,982. 

I certify that the above is a 
true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-7 as passed 
by the Air Resources Board. 

Board Secretary 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

·. -- 1-- ........ . 
DATE: ~:~ir;:, /~\ 1981 

Research Proposal .963-80 entitled 
"Components Influencing the Deterioration of 
Vehicle Emission Control Systems" 

Adopt Resolution 81-7, approving Research Proposal 
963-80 for funding in an amount not to exceed $84~982. 

Surveillance programs conducted by the Air Resources 
Board have shown that the majority of in-use vehi~les 
fail to retain originally certified emission leve~s. 
In most cases, minor corrective adjustments or repairs 
are sufficient to bring emissions back to accepta~le 
levels. However, some of the vehicles continue ti' 
h~ve high ~mission levels despite adjustments and 
minor rep a, rs. 

The objective of this study is to identify the , 
critical emission-control components and paramete~s 
which have significant impact on in-use vehicle ! 

emission deterioration. This is to be accomplish~d 
by a more thorough testing of vehicles failing the 
ARB surveillance test program as a result of I 

unidentified or uncertain causes. Twenty vehicles 
will be tested in this program. After pretest 
validation, the vehicles will be tested according!to 
CVS-75 test procedures and by a loaded-mode test to 
measure catalyst conversion efficiencies. Compon nt 
calibrations and engine parameters will be checke 
and test sequence repeated after replacing any i 

failed component. In addition to emission testinf, 
a literature survey will be performed to compile 
and review existing data. 

As a result of the study, an evaluation will be mide 
regarding the need and benefits of increasing the! 
stringency of certification regulations to improv~ 
the durability of present emission controls. Addition­
ally, the critical parameters that should be evaluated 
in future surveillance programs will be identified. 

I 
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The contractor will be required to adopt rigorous 
quality control procedures to affirm his quantitation
of fibrous asbestos particles, using the promulgated 
electron microscope procedure. This will include 
submittal of a statistical number of duplicate samples 
to a second qualified laboratory for verification of 
particle count and identification. 

The Research Screening Committee has critiqued and 
approved a request for proposals which was then 
released to approximately 100 contractors. Five 
responses were received. Of these, the proposal by
Science Applications, Inc. was judged to be most 
meritorious by the staff and the Committee. 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-8 

January 30, 1981 --- ---i1aii-l'ialTo~---- ---- --------- -- -- T--
wHEREAs, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an effectiv~ 
research program in conjunction with its efforts to combat air pollution, 
pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 through 39705; 

! 

I 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 955-80 entitled "Evaluatio~ 
of Hydrocarbon Reactivities for Use in Control Strategies" has been submitt d 
by the Statewide Air Pollution Research Center, University of Ca1i forni a, , 
Riverside to the Air Resources Board; 

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

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

Proposal Number 955-80 entitled "Evaluation of Hydrocarbon
Reactivities for Use in Control Strategies" submitted by the 
Statewide Air Po 11 uti on Research Center, University of 
California, Riverside for an amount not to exceed $154,339; 

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

foll owing: 

Proposal Number 955-80 entitled "Evaluation of Hydrocarbon
Reactivities for Use in Control Strategies" submitted by the 
Statewide Air Pollution Research Center, University of 
California, Riverside for an amount not to exceed $154,339. 

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 $154,339. 

I certify that the above is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-8 as 
passed by the Air Resources 
Board. 

Sall:Crn~# ~ 
Board Secretary 
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hydrocarbon-air mixture to simulate current urban 
atmospheres. The mixture of hydrocarbons wi 11 be! 
designed to be representative of the South Coast I 

Air Basin. ! 

I 

The Committee agreed that a protocol was needed. In 
recommending the proposal for funding, the Commit 

rl 

ee 
asked the staff to ensure that the protocol was 
tested with one or more solvents, that the results, 

1be pu.•blished in the peer-reviewed literatu.• re and lthat 
the University assist the ARB staff in adaption of 
the protocol to their smog chamber. ! 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION·: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

DATE: i!~ifZ1;:, 1981 

I 

Research Proposal No. 955-80 entitled, "Evaluation 
of Hydrocarbon Reactivities for Use in Control I 

Strategies." 

Adopt Resolution 81-8 approving Research Proposal 
No. 955-80 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$154,339. 

An important tool in maintaining the effectivenest 
of air quality control strategies is the "emissio(l
trade-off''. This concept is particularly complex!
in the case of hydrocarbon control where any of · 
a number of hydrocarbons with differing reactivitjes
(and, thus, smog-forming potential) may be emitte~ in 
a given industrial application for which offsets fre 
being sought. 

1 

The reactivity concept has been used as a basis f$r 
cost-effective control strategies for more than fif­
teen years (LAAPCD Rule 66). Despite this lengthy 
period of application, there is still frequent
debate over the reliability and applicability of the 
experimental reactivity data currently in use. 

Recent research studies show that smog chamber st~dies 
of the kind traditionally conducted for hydrocarb~n 
reactivity assessments--namely the irradiation of:a 
single organic compound in NOx-air systems--may have 
limited applicability to real polluted atmosphere$.
Thus, it is essential to develop scientifically sdund 
and administratively defensible hydrocarbon reactivity
scales that will reflect the response of complex yrban 
atmospheres to increases or decreases in the emissions 
of specific hydrocarbons. 

This study will provide a validated experimental . 
protocol for the determination of relative hydroc~rbon
reactivities, based on criteria relevant to ambient 
atmospheric conditions, for use by the Air Resourqes 
Board and l ocaJ contra l agencies. I 

The program proposed here is designed to evaluate! 
several alternative experimental approaches for 
assessing hydrocarbon reactivities, and to recomm nd 
a protocol suitable for implementation by the ARB at 
the Haagen-Smit Laboratory. Development of this , 
proposed protocol wi 11 be based on the use of a ~Ox" 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-10 

March 26, 1981 

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 Jaw and designates the ARB as the state agency responsible for t1e 
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 
for designated nonattainment areas of the state in order to assure the attainmelt 
and maintenance of national ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, the Mountain Counties Air Basin (MCAB) portion of El Dorado Coun y 
and the "mid portion" of Placer County were designated nonattainment for ozorle 
under provisions of Section l07(d) of the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the El Dorado and Placer County Air Pollution Control Boards we~e 
designated and certified by the A RB as the local lead planning agencies for Hire 
preparation of the nonattainment plans for El Dorado and Placer Countie , 
respectively; 

' 

WHEREAS, the El Dorado and Placer County Air Pollution Control Boards held a 
public hearing on September 8, 1980, and August 26, I980, respectively after 30 dafs 
notice and approved nonattainment plans (NAPs) for the MCAB portion of El Dora1o 
County and the "mid portion" of Placer County, respectively; 

WHEREAS, no large urban areas or major stationary sources exist within the MCAB 
portion of El Dorado County and the mid portion of Placer County; 

WHEREAS, the ARB, through an extramural research contract, completed the fiefd 
work for a study intended to determine the degree to which transport of pollutanfs 
from the Sacramento area contribute to the pollutant load in the MCAB portion rf 
El Dorado County and the "mid portion" of Placer County; 

WHEREAS, although the final results of the transport study are not yet available 
there is evidence of pollutant transport to the MCAB portion of El Dorado Coun y 
and the mid-port ion of Placer County; 

WHEREAS, the locally adopted plans for the MCAB portion of El Dorado County a d 
the mid-portion of Placer County contain approvable new source review rules a d 
control measures for several categories of sources; 

WHEREAS, the NAP for the MCAB portion of El Dorado County does not contain 
rules for degreasing or cutback asphalt, and has a perchlorethylene dry cleaning rule 
which .has been found to be less effective than reasonably available contr?I 
technology for this source; 

I 
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WHEREAS, the NAP for the "mid portion" of Placer County does not containia 
perchlorethylene dry cleaning rule and the APCD's degreasing rule has been found o 
be Jess effective than reasonably available control technology for this source; 

WHEREAS, the results of ARB's transport study will allow a better determination as 
to whether any of the above additional measures will be necessary to satisfy the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the Clean Air Act and implementing regulations promulgated by t~e 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) require that revisions to the SIP be adopt d 
after a public hearing for which 30 days notice to the public has been provided; 

WHEREAS, a public hearing upon 30 days notice and other administrati e 
proceedings have been held in accordance with the requirements of the Clean A r 
Act and the provisions of the California Health and Safety Code. 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations requir,e 
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, ~r 
avoid such impacts. I 

I. NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board adopts the local plans as 
conditioned in this resolution. 

2. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board directs the Executive Officer t10 

evaluate the results of the transport study and determine whether additiomj.] 
1 

control measures will be necessary to satisfy the requirements of the Clean Ajr 
Act. j 

I 

3. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that upon making such a determination, th~ 
Executive Officer shall communicate that decision to the Placer County and JI 
Dorado County Air Pollution Control Districts. 

1/-. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board authorizes the Executive Offic r 
to work with the El Dorado County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) to 
obtain local adoption of degreasing and cutback asphalt rules, and a mor~ 
effective perchlorethylene dry cleaning rule if such rules are determined to b 
needed. 

5. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board authorizes the Executive Officeir 
to work with the Placer County APCD to obtain local adoption of a 
perchlorethylene dry cleaning rule and a more effective degreasing rule if sue\) 
rules are determined to be needed. 

6. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that if the districts do not adopt the above 
measures within six months of receipt of notification by the Executive Officer 
that such measures are necessary to meet the requirements of the Clean Air 
Act, the Board is delegated authority to adopt such measures for the districtf 
(except a cutback asphalt rule for the El Dorado County APCD). 1 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board finds that existing aryd 
forthcoming stationary source suggested control measures need to be studi1d 
further for possible future adoption in these nonattainment areas. T~e 
suggested control measures include but are not limited to: auto refinishing, 
pesticides, roofing tar pots, waste solvent disposal, wood furnitutje 
manufacturing, and stage II vapor recovery. ! 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board finds that to meet the Clean Air 
Act requirements for consistency of the SIP and other planning programs, a~! 
jurisdictions in the MCAB need to commit to integrate their air quality pla s 
with land use and transportation planning to assure that growth a d 
development do not degrade air quality. 1

I 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board directs the Executive Officer ~o 
work in cooperation with appropriate agencies to assure that federally assisted 
projects and federal permit activities which may result in increases in emissio11s 
will not interfere with attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS. I 

' 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board finds that the local NAPs can nqt 
project attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for ozone ~ 
December 31, 1982, due to the impact of transport from upwind urban areai;, 
and that the Board requests of EPA an extension of the attainment date f 9r 
ozone beyond December 3 I, 1982 but to no later than December 31, 1987. 

I 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Board finds that the staff report, informatid 
presented at the March 26, 1981 Board hearing, Chapter 26 of the Stat 
Implementation Plan, the environmental impact assessments contained in th 
Nonattainment Plans and in the suggested control measures adopted by th 
Board adequately address environmental issues related to these NAP's; and th 
Board concurs with the staff's finding that no significant adverse environment l 
effects are likely to result from the Board's approval of these NAP's. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board directs the Executive Officer tp 
revise Chapter 9 of the State Implementation Plan for the MCAB to conforri, 
with this resolution, and that the Board authorizes the Executive Officer tb 
submit the Chapter to EPA as a revision to the State Implementation Plan. 

I 

I certify that the above is a true anti 
correct copy of Resolution 81-10 af 
passed by the Air Resources Board. I 



:itate ~ California 

Memorandum 

Huey D. Johnson Date : April 6, 1981 
Secretary 
Resources Agency Subject: Fi1ing of Nodce of 

Decision of t~e Air 
Resources Boaljd 

!I 

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 en­
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. 

/4~
Sally Rump
Board Secretary 

attachments 
Resolution 81-1 
Resolution 81-5 
I i5llliir at:!'&·, 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of thP s..m,tarjy 

' 

APR O 6 1981 i 

I 

Relaurcu Agency of Californici 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider the Adoption, as Revisions to t~e 
California State Implementation Plan, of Plans for the Attainment a1riid 
Maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for Ozo e 
in the Mountain Counties Air Basin Portion of El Dorado County a d 
the Mid-Portion of Placer County 

Agenda Item: 81-51-2 

Public Hearing Date: March 26, 1981 

Response Date: March 26, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: No comments were received identifying any environmental issuts 
pertaining to this item. The staff report also identified no significarht 
environmental issues. 

Response: N/A 

CERTIFIED ~ ~ 
Board Secretar 

Date: S/,4.////-----=c..,.,~--=-1--,.,-....uL....L------

R!CEIV!D BY 
Offir•"' ,.....r th,,. !=;.c."""i::;♦ary 

....,..._.....1 

https://c..,.,~--=-1--,.,-....uL


State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-11 

May 20, 1981 

Agenda Item No: 81-9-1 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code 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; 

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, 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, Board regulations in Title 13, California Administrative Code, 
Section 1960.l presently establish a standard of 0.4 grams per mile of oxide~ 
of nitrogen for 1983 and subsequent year passenger cars, light-duty trucks 
and medium-duty vehicles, and incorporate by reference therein compliance 
test procedures entitled "California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test 
Procedures for 1981 and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks, 
and Medium-Duty Vehicles" which also contain a 0.4 gram per mile oxides of 
nitrogen standard for the aforementioned 1983 and subsequent year model 
vehicles; 

WHEREAS, several motor vehicle manufacturers have petitioned the Board for 
relief from the 0.4 gram per mile oxides of nitrogen standard adopted for 
1983 passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium-duty vehicles; 

WHEREAS, the Board reaffirms its previous finding that the control of NOx 
emissions from motor vehicles is necessary to protect the health and well­
being of the people of this state, and to achieve and maintain state and 
national ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that optional emission standards of 0.39 gram per 
mile non-methane hydrocarbons, 7.0 grams per mile carbon monoxide, and 0.7 
gram per mile oxides of nitrogen standards for passenger cars, and optional
emission standards of 0.39 gram per mile hydrocarbons, 9.0 grams per mile 
carbon monoxide, and 1.0 gram per mile oxides of nitrogen for light-duty
trucks and medium-duty vehicles, 0-3999 pounds equivalent inertia weight, 
including a limited 75,000 mile recall provision, are technologically 
feasible and cost effective; 
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WHEREAS, the Board recognizes that not providing relief from a 0.4 gram per
mile NOx standard for some manufacturers may have an adverse impact on the 
economy of the state and the availability of some passenger cars and light­
duty truck models; 

WHEREAS, the optional standards and recall provisions will ease the financial 
burden on domestic manufacturers; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations require
that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted as ori gi na lly! 
proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures are available; · 

WHEREAS, the Board has considered the air quality impacts of the proposed
standards and regulations adopted by the resolution, and finds that there are 
no significant adverse environmental impacts as to the passenger car optional
standards and recall provisions; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the optional standards for light-duty trucks 
may have a significant adverse environmental impact, but that the accompanying 

! 

recall provisions will substantially mitigate any such impact, and that furthfr 
mitigation is not economically feasible; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been held 
in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Govern~ent 

1- Code, Title 2, Division 3, Part 1, Chapter 4.5). 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby adopts amendments to 
Section 1960.l and adds provision 1960.15 to 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 directs the Executive Officer t 
make conforming amendments to the "California Exhaust Emission Standards and i 

Test Procedures for 1981 and Subsequent Mode1, Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Truc~s, 
and Medi um-Duty Vehicles". ; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board finds that the optional standards and 
recall provisions adopted by this resolution will be, in the aggregate, at le st 
as protective of health and welfare as applicable federal standards. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-11 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board 

I 



Attachment A 

Amend Section 1960. l and add Section 1960. 15, Title 13, California 
Administrative Code, to read as follows: 

1960. 1. Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures - 1981 and 
Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks, and Medium-Duty 
Vehicles. 

{a) The exhaust emissions from new 1981 and subsequent model passenger 
cars, light-duty trucks, and medium duty vehicles, subject to registratio1 
and sold and registered in this state, shall not exceed: 

50,000 MILE EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS 
(grams per mile) 

Equivalent
Inertia 

Model- Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon 
Year T,t~e (1) (lbs. l {2l H,tdrocarbons(3) Monoxide 

1981 PC All (0.41) 3.4 
PC(4) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 -
LDT,MDV 0-3999 0.39 9.0~0.41~LDT,MDV 4000-5999 0.50 0.50 9.0 
MDV 6000 & larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 

1982 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 
PC(4) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 
LDT,MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 - 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 
PC (5) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 

Subsequent LDT,MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 
LDT,MDV 

0-3999 0.39 {0.41) 9.0ill 
LDT,MDV 4000-5999 0.50 9.0~0.50~MDV 6000 & larger 0.60 0. 60 9.0 

Oxides of 
Nitrogen 

(N02l f62 (f 

1.0 
0.7 
l . 0 
1. 5 
2.0 

0.4 
0.7 
1.0 
1.5 
2.0 

0.4 
0.7 
0.4 

1.0 
1.0 
1. 5 



Model­
Year 

1981 

1982 

1983 & 
Subse­
quent 

100,000 MILE EXHAUST EMISSION 

Vehicle 
Type (1) 

PC (Option 1) 
PC (Option 2)
LDT,MDV 

(Option l) 
LDT,MDV 

(Option 2) 
LDT.MDV 

Option l 
MDV Option l 

PC (Option l) 
PC (Option 2) 
LDT, MDV 

(Option l) 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2)
LDT,MDV 

Option l 
MDV Option l 

PC Option l 
PC Option 2 
LDT,MDV 

(Option l)
LDT,MDV 

(Option 2)
LDT,MDV 

Option l 
MDV Option l 

(grams per mile) 
STANDARDS 

Equivalent 
Inertia 
Weight 

(lbs. ) (2) 

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 

Non-Methane 
Hydrocarbons(3) 

o.39 fe ➔ill 
o. 46 fe ➔ill 

o.39 (0.41) fe ➔ill 

o.46 {e ➔ill 

o.5o 
0.60 

0.39 
0.46 

0.39 

0.46 

(0.50) fe1(7)
(0.60) {e1{7) 

(0.41) 

(0.41) 

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) 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

3.4 
4.0 

9.0 

l O .6 

9.o 
9.0 

7.0 
8.3 

9.0 

10.6 

9.0 
9.0 

7.0 
8.3 

9.0 

10.6 

9.0 
9.0 

Oxides of 
Nitrogen 

(N02) {6 ➔ (.§1_ 

1.5 
l. 5 

l. 5 

1.5 

2.0 
2.3 

1.5 
l. 5 

1.5 

l. 5 

12.0 
!2. 3 
I

,1 • 0 
i1,o 

!LO 

l1.o 

il. 5 
!2. 0 

(1) ''PC'' means passenger cars. 
"LDT" means 1 i ght-duty trucks. 
"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles. 

(2) Equivalent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph 40 CFR 86l. l29-79(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 p'[oduct
line for the entire two-year period.

(5) This set of standards for 1983 and later model vehicles is optional. A 
manufacturer ma choose to certif to these o tional standards ursuan~ 
to the conditions set forth in Section 1960. 5. 



{§1_{_.fil_ The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured on jthe federal 
Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, Subpart B) sha1 1 be not 
greater than 1.33 times the applicable passenger car standards and

1 

2.00 times 
tAe-a~~l4eable-~asseR§eF-eaF-staRaaFas-aAa-2~QQ-ttmes the applicaJle 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 ,.1 gm/mi
before being compared. !

t61fil For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected 5Q,OOO mile 
evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an adjustment to tjhe hydrocarbo 
exhaust emission standards may be granted by the Executive Officeri. The 
adjusted standard will be calculated using the following formula: 

HCex = .75 (.185 - [(Di+3.3 Hs) t (29.4)]) + HC 
0 

Where: 

= adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 

= unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard 

Di= diurnal evaporative emissions 

Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions. 
(b) The test procedures for determining compliance with these st~ndards 

are set forth in "California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Proceduries 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 a,! 
last amended BeeemheF-2;-l98Q May 20, 1981. 

I 

(c) With respect to any new vehicle required to comply with tHe standards 
set forth in paragraph (a), the manufacturer's written maintenance instr~ctions 
for in-use vehicles shall not require scheduled maintenance more frequently 
than or beyond the scope of maintenance permitted under the test procedu es 
referenced in paragraph (b) above. Any failure to perform scheduled mai tenance 
shall not excuse an emissions violation unless the failure is related to 
causative of the violation. 

(d) Any vehicle required to comply with the standards set for h in paragra~
(a) which is subject to a standard set by federal law or regulation cont olling 
emissions of particulate matter must conform to such standard. 



1960.15 Optional NOx Standards for 1983 and Later Model Passenger Carsi and 

Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles less than 4000 lbs. Equivalent I 

! 

Inertia Weight. 

{a} Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, a vehicle 

manufacturer may choose to certify 1983 and later model vehicles to optionall 

NOx standards as follows: 

Passenger cars --0.7 gm/mile - 1983 and Subsequent 
Model Years 

LDT, MDV 0-399~ pounds.EIW -- 1.0 gm/mile -
1983 and Subsequent Model Years. 

(b} Testing of vehicles certified under this section shall be conduct~d 

in accordance with the California Exhaust Emissions Test Procedures applicable 

to 1981 and subsequent model passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium-dµty 

Ivehicles certified to the primary California standards for 50,000 miles. 

(c)(l) If, based on a review of information derived from a statisticany 

valid and representative sample of vehicles, the Executive Officer determin~s that 
I 
I 

a substantial percentage of any class or category of vehicles certified und~r 
' 

this section exhibits, prior to 75,000 miles or 7 years, whichever occurs first, 

an identifiable, systematic defect in a component listed in subsection (2) thich 

causes a significant increase in emissions above those exhibited by vehiclef 

free of such defects and of the same class or category and having the same eriod• 

of use and mileage, then the Executive Officer may invoke the enforcement a thority 

under Section 2109 to require remedial action by the vehicle manufacturer. Such 

remedial action shall be limited to owner notification and repair or replac!ment of 

the defective component. As used in this section, the term "defect" shall ot 
' 

include failures which are the result of abuse, neglect, or improper maintemance. 



(2) Subsection (c)(l} shall apply to the following components unless 
I 

! 

. i 

subject to allowable scheduled maintenance prior to 75,000 miles or 7 years• 

whichever occurs first. 

I. Air and Fuel Metering System 

A. Cold start enrichment 
B. Heat riser valve and assembly 
C. Controlled hot air intake 

II. Exhaust Gas Recirculation (EGR} System 

A. EGR valve and control components, and carburetor spacer if appl cable. 

Ill. Air Injection System 

A. Air pump 
B. Valves affecting distribution of flow 
C. Distribution manifold including connection.to exhaust manifold 

IV. Catalyst or Thermal Reactor System 

A. Catalytic converter &associated mounting hardware &constricted 
fuel fi 11 er neck 

B. Thermal reactor and lined or coated exhaust manifolds 
C. Exhaust portliner and/or double walled exhaust pipe 

V. Evaporative Emission Control System 

A. Vapor storage canister· 
B. Vapor- liquid separator 

- VI. Miscellaneous Items Used in Above Systems 

A. Vacuum, temperature, and time sensitive valves and switches 
B. Electronic controls including computer or microprocessor and al~,

input sensors except for the exhaust gas oxygen sensor. 

(d) Nothing in this section shall be construed as affecting in any ay 

the manufacturer's 5 year/50,000 mile emission control systems defect 

warranty obligations existing under present statutes and regulations. 

https://connection.to


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 
Amended: December 2, 1980 
Amended: May 20, 1981 



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: 

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, excepti 
where specifically noted. 

2. Definitions 

a. ''Administrator'' means the Executive Officer of the Air ResouJlces 
Board. 

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means Executive Order certifying j 

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 f r 
transportation of persons and having a capacity of twelve 
persons or less. 

l. 



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 
pqunds 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 I 

features enabling off-street or off-highway operation and u 

h. "Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating of 8500 pounds o 
less. 

3. Test Procedures 

a. In order to demonstrate compliance with a non-methane hydro~arbon 
emission standard, hydrocarbon emissions shall be measured iln 
accordance with the "California Non-Methane Hydrocarbon Tes~ 
Procedures." ' 

b. Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph 86.078-
23(f) may be from vehicles previously certified by EPA or A~B. 

c. The requirements in subparagraph 86.078-28(a)(4)(i)(B) (dura!bility 
vehicles must meet emission standards) refer, for each poll~tant, 
to the highest of either the federal or California emission! 
standards. ' 

d. In paragraph 86.079-21 (Application for certification), amenid 
subparagraph (b)(5) to read: 

(5) A statement of maintenance and procedures consistent wi~h 
the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(l), 
necessary to assure that the vehicles (or engines) covered 
a certificate of conformity in operation in normal use conf r1J1 
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): 

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)(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 approveq
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 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. 
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(B) for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance shall be i 

restricted to the following items at intervals no I 

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 consi~tent 
with service instructions and specifications provided b~ 
the manufacturer for use by customer service personnel -1. 

(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 pursuapt 
to the preceding paragraph, the instructions may also recom~end 
such inspections, maintenance, and repair as may be reasonaple
and necessary for the proper functioning of the vehicle and1 
its emission control systems. If the instructions recommen~ 
maintenance in addition to that which may be required pursu~nt 
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 wtth subparagraph 86.078-38(a). ! 

The Administrator will review such instructions to determine l
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 manufacture 
of his determi na ti ans. I 

i 

4. Standards 

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust 

-~~~-'-"----'-

emissions for the useful 

Model Vehicle 
Year Type (a) 

1981 PC 
PC(d)
PC(g)
LDT, MDV 
LDT,MDV(h) 
LDT, MDV 

Equivalent
Inertia 
Weight 
(lbs. )(b) 

All 
All 
All 
0-3999 
0-3999 

MDV 6000&larger 0.60 

1982 PC All 0.39 
PC(d) All 0.39 
PC{i) All 0.39 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 

1983 PC All 0.39 
& Sub­ PC(k) All 0.39 
sequent LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 

LDT,MDV(k) 0-3999 0.39 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 

1983{i) PC 
LDT, MDV 

All 
0-3999 

l984(i) PC 
LDT, MDV 

All 
0-3999 

1985{i) LDT, MDV 0-3999 

life of the vehicle. 

50,000 Mile Exhaust 
Emission Standards 

(grams per vehicle mile) 
Non-Methane 
Hydrocarbons(c} 

0.39 
0.39 
0.39 
0.39 

4000-5999 0.50 

0.39 
0.39 

(0.41)
(0.41) 
(0.41)
{0.41)
(0.41)
(0.50) 
(0.60) 

(0.41)
(0.41)
{0.41) 
(0.41)
(0.50) 
(0.41)
(0.60) 

(0.41)
(0.41) 
(0.41) 
{0.41 ~ 
(0.50
(0.60} 

{0.41)
(0.41) 

0.39 {0.41) 
0.39 (0.41) 

0.39 {0.41) 

6. 

Carbon Oxides 
Monoxide Nitro en 

3.4 1.0 
7.0 0.7 
7.0 1.5 
9.0 1.0 
9.0 1.5 
9.0 1.5 
9.0 2.0 

7.0 0.4 
7.0 0.7 
7.0 1.0 
9.0 1.0 
9.0 1.5 
9.0 1.5 
9.0 2.0 

7.0 0.4 
7.0 0.7 
9.0 0.4 
9.0 1.0 
9.0 1.0 

,. 59.0 

7.0 0.7(j) 
9.0 1.0 

7.0 0.7 
9.0 0. 7{j) 

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 
Year Type (a} (lbs.)(b} Hydrocarbons(c) Monoxide (e) 

1981 PC(Option 1} All 0.39 (f) 3.4 !1.5 
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 (f) 4.0 Ls 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0 . 39 (0. 41 ) (f) 9.0 1. 5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 (f} 10.6 11.5 

' 
ILDT, MDV 

4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) (f} 9.0 e.o 
1) 6000+larger 0.60 (0.60) (f) 9.0 ~-3 

1982 PC(Option 1) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.5 
PC(Option 2) A11 0. 46 8.3 1. 5 
LDT, MDV 

i(Option 1) 0-3999 0. 39 (0.41) 9.0 !l.5 
LDT, MDV 

lOption 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 ,. 5 

LDT, MDV 
(Ottion 1) · 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50} 9.0 

MDVOption l} 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 b 
1983 PC All 0. 39 (0. 41) 7.0 LO

I 

&Sub­ (Option 1) 
sequent PC All 0.46 8.3 il.O 

(Option 2)
LDT, MDV 
(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 LO 

LDT, MDV 
(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 ~. 0 

LDT, MDV 
( 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 ~-5

MDV~--~ 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 r·o 
(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. Amanu­
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 fonnula: 

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 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 
Admi ni strat ive 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 passengeri 
car and 1984 LDT and MDV special NOx standard to a manufacturer who j 

exceeds the standard because of unforeseen technical problems. 

.l!s.l__ Optional Standards. A manufacturer may choose to certify to these 
'1 

optional standards pursuant to the proyjsjons set forth to Section ]96p 15 I 

Title 13, California Administrative Code. 

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. 

8. 
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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. 

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 sha11 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 4,1 
the manufacturer may submit to the Executive Officer engineering 
data or other evidence showing that the system is capable ofl 
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 thel 
information supplied by the manufacturer in lieu of vehicle 

1 

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 andi 
performance requirements for vehicles sold in the United ·. 
States. This statement sha 11 be based on dri veabil i ty data I 

and other evidence showing compliance with the manufacturer'$ 
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 requifed. 

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 r 
used by the manufacturer to justify the performance statemen. 

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 objectivesl
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 I 

must meet emissions standards) refer, for each pollutant, 
to the highest of either the federal 50,000 mile or I 

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 l: 

(A) the interpolated 4,000 and 50,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall ntjt
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 daya 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration 
factor computed by dividing the interpolated I 

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 poin~s 
on the linear regression line in (i) shall nqt
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 fro~ 
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data 
vehicle shall be multiplied by the deteriora~ion 
factor computed by dividing the interpolatedl
100,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000 
mile point. These values shall not exceed t ,e 
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 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 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 Executivej
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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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 i 

service of the following items at intervals no more frequent j'
than indicated: 

(1) Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,00 miles). 
1

(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 1 

(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). 

c.{H·H 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 per­
formed on vehicles in use. 

d.e~ The manufacturer agrees to apply to vehicles certified 
under this paragraph the provision of Section 43204 of 
the California Health and Safety Code for a period of . 
ten years or l 00, 000 mi 1es, whichever first occurs. i 

7. For all emission standards options, any vehicle which is subject tJ a 
1standard 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 

i! 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Amendments to Title 13, Section 1960jl, 
California Administrative Code, Regarding Exhaust Emission Stanqards 
and Test Procedures for 1983 and Subsequent Model Passenger Car~~ 
Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles, and Conforming Amenqments 
to Related Provisions Governing Emission Control System :<arrant)! 
(Title 13, CAC Sections 2035-2046) I 

I 

Agenda Item. No. 81-9-1 

Public Hearing Date: May 20, 1981 

Response Date: May 20, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: There may be a significant environmental impact resulti.ng from 
the increased NOx emissions permitted by the optional standards 
for light-duty trucks. 

Response: The recall provisions in the regulations will substantially 
mitigate this impact and further mitigation is economically 
infeasible. 

Certified: ~~ 
Boafd Secret y 

RECEIVED BY 
Offk.~ Qf th"" S..,r,-otary 

Resour~ Agency of California 

I 

https://resulti.ng


Stcre ci_f !.·C1!ifornia 

w1emorandum 

Huey D. Johnson Date June 22, 1981 
Secretary 
Resources Agency Suhiect, Filing of \oti qe of 

Decision of th Air 
Resources Boar 

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 ccrrment period. 

" y 

.', 't,_ - :' /., ·::'.".. ,,-{t, .) 

Sally Rump 
' BOARD SECRETARY 

- att. 1~ 
~ 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of the SPcr<,tary 

JUN i, ~ 1981 

Resources Agency of California 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-13 
Agenda Item No: 81-11-1 

June 25, 1981 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board (the "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 act as necessary to execute the powers and duties granted to 
and imposed upon the Board, and provide assistance to the air pollution
control districts; 

WHEREAS, the Suggested Control Measure for the Control of Emissions of 
Fugitive Photochemically Reactive Organic Compound Emissions from Oil 
and Gas Production Operations and Gas Processing Plants was developed 
by the staffs of the Board and the Ventura County Air Pollution 
Control District; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations
require that no project having significant adverse environmental impacts 
be adopted as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures are available; 

WHEREAS, the Board has held a duly noticed public meeting on this matter 
and has heard and considered comments presented by representatives of 
the ARB, districts, affected industries, and other interested persons 
and agencies; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That emissions of photochemically reactive organic compounds from 
equipment such as valves, connections, diaphragms, seal packings, 
seal fog mechanisms, hatches, sight glasses and meters (components)
in oil and gas production and gas processing operations contribute 
to concentrations of oxidant and ozone which exceed, and are 
expected to continue to exceed, the state and federal ambient air 
quality standards in several of the state's air basins; 

That inspection and maintenance procedures and technology, by which 
leakage of photochemically reactive organic compounds from componen s 
in oil and gas production and gas processing facilities can be redu ed 
to meet the standards of 10,000 ppm hexane equivalent and 3 drops pr 
minute specified in the Suggested Control Measure, constitute reaso ably 
available control technology; 

That although fugitive emissions of photochemically reactive compou ds 
from components in oil and gas production operations and gas
processing plants can be greatly reduced, such emissions cannot 
be completely eliminated; 

That technology to inspect, repair and maintain components in oil 
and gas production and gas processing facilities in a safe 
manner is available; 
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That the technology to meet the emission standards contained in the , 
Suggested Control is available and cost effective; 

That the Suggested Control Measure has. no significant adverse 
environrnenta 1 impacts. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board endorses the Suggested Contnol 
Measure for the Control of Fugitive Photochemically Reactive Organic Comprlund 
Emissions from Oil and Gas Production Operations and Gas Processing Plant;,1 
as set forth in Attachment A to this Resolution. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to forwardj 
the Suggested Control Measure to districts which need reductions in photo, 
chemically reactive organic compound emissions to achieve and maintain I 

state or national ambient air quality standards, with a recommendation th! 
these districts use the Suggested Control Measure as a guideline and that they 
consider the adoption of the Suggested Control Measure or a similar measu 
sufficiently effective to meet local air pollution control needs. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that, in forwarding the Suggested Control Measure 
to districts, the Executive Officer is directed to recommend that the 
districts' enforcement of the leak 1imits in ·adopted district rules for . 
the control of fugitive photochemically reactive organic compound emissions 
in oil and gas production operations and gas processing plans become 
operative on January 1, 1982. 

I 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that, in forwarding the Suggested Control Measure I 

to districts, the Executive Officer is directed to recolllllend that the ! 

districts establish criteria (such as those in Attachment C) for 
determining whether a violation of the measure has occurred. This deter- ; 
r;1ination shall be based on the District's air quality improvement needs a1d 
on recognition of the fact that complete elimination of leaks is not cost1effective. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that, in forwarding the Suggested Control Measure 
to districts, the Executive Officer is directed to recommend that the 
districts take into consideration the guidelines in Attachment B to this 
resolution setting forth the relative cost-effectiveness of requiring the 
control of fugitive photochemically reactive organic compound emissions f~om 
various types of components and streams in oil and gas production operatilns. 

I certify that the above is a 
true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-13, as adopted 
by the Air Resources Board. 



ATTACHMENT A 

SUGGESTED CONTROL MEASURE FOR THE CONTROL OF FUGITIVE 
PHOTOCHEMICALLY REACTIVE ORGANIC COMPOUND EMISSIONS FROM 

OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION OPERATIONS AND GAS PROCESSING PLANTS 

Rule__ Fugitive Photochemically Reactive Organic Compound Emissions 
from Oil and Gas Production Operations: 

A. APPLICABILITY AND DATE OF EFFECT 

This rule is applicable to emissions of photochemically reactive organic
compounds from components at crude oil production facilities and natural 
gas production and processing facilities. Except as specified elsewhere 
in this Rule, this Rule shall become effective on (date of adoption by an 
air pollution control district.J 

B. DEFINITIONS 

1. "Photochemically Reactive Organic Compound" (PROC): any compound 
containing at least one atom of carbon, except: methane, carbon 
monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides, and 
carbonates. 

2. "Photochemically Reactive Organic Fluid" (PROF): any fluid (liqui 
or gas) containing one or more photochemically reactive organic com­
pounds. 

3. "Leak" 

a. the dripping at a rate of more than three (3) drops per minut 
of liquid containing photochemically reactive organic compounds; or 

b. an emission of gaseous photochemically reactive organic com­
pound which causes an appropriate analyzer sampling one (1) centimeter 
from a source to register as high or higher than it would register if 
sampling a gas composed of 10,000 ppm hexane in air. 

4. "Component": any valve, connection, diaphragm, seal packing, 
sealing mechanism, hatch, sight glass, or meter. 

5. "Appropriate analyzer": a hydrocarbon analyzer which uses the 
flame ionization detection method, or an equivalent method approved by
the air.pollution control officer and which is calibrated with propane 

16. Inspections : 

a. Operatorinspection": a survey of components to detect and 
repair leaks for the purposes of complying with this Rule. An operate 
inspection may be performed by any method deemed appropriate by the 
operator. 
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b. "Agency inspection": a survey of components by air pollution 
control district personnel for enforcement purposes. 

7. "Working day": any day except Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. 

C. REQUIREMENTS 

1. Hatches shall be closed at all times except during sampling or 
attended maintenance operations. 

2. A person shall not use any component at a crude oil or natural 
gas production facility or at a natural gas processing plant if such 
component leaks photochemically reactive organic compounds into the 
atmosphere.* · 

3. All comoonents containing photochemically reactive organic fluids 
shall be inspected by the operator as ne-cessary to ensure compliance , 
with the provisions of this Rule. The inspections shall be accomplishtd 
by any means which the operator deems suitable. i 

4. An operator, uoon detection of a leaking component, shall affix tol 
i 

that comoonent a readily visible. tag bearing th~ date on whicn the leal< 
,s detected. Tht tag shall remain in place until the Teakinq component 
is repafred and reinspected and found to be in compliance with tile 
requirements of this Rule. 

I 

3.,._~ An operator sha11 repair ee-eeRs=i-Elel"ee-te-lle-=i-R-v=i-elat=i-eR-ef 
tR:i-5-Rijle-=i-f a leaking component =i-s-Ret-l"e~a=i-l"ee to a leak-free condit~on 
and reinspect-ea the component within the time specified in subsection ~1 , 
E2, or E3. 

4.,. 6. Emissions from components which have been tagged by the operator 
forrepair or which have been repaired and are awaiting re-inspection 
pursuant to subsection E3 shall not be violation per subsection C2. 

5.,. L_ This Section C shall be effective beginning on January 1, 1982.;I 

D. OPERATOR IN5PE6+I9N-56HE9H~E MANAGEMENT PLANS 

1~ Each operator shall, no later than one hundred twenty (120) days 
after the date of adoption of this Rule, submit a management plan to , 
the air polluttiim control officer. The management plan shall describe! 
the procedure which the operator intends to use to comply with the 
requirements of this Rule. The management plan must include: A plot 
plan with a description of the process operation; a product flow dia-. 
gram in sufficient detail to make it possible to determine the type 
of product passing through lines of the system; a description of any 
hazard which might affect the safety of an inspector; and identifica- • 
tion of process units which cannot be immediately shut down for repair 
of leaks. 

*In adopting this measure,the Air Resources Board recommends that the 
districts establish criteria for determining whether a violation has 
occurred. This determination shall be based on the District's air 
quality improvement needs and on recognition of the fact that complete 
elimination of leaks is not cost-effective. 
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_h Within sixty (60) days of beginning construction on a new facility!· 
requiring a management plan or beqinninq modifications to a facility 
covered under an existing manaqement plan, the operator shall submit 
a new or modified plan to the air pollution control officer. 

E. REPAIR 

1. Any component leak which causes a registration on an appropriate 
analyzer to exceed 75,000 parts per million photochemically reactive 
organic compounds expressed as hexane when the analyzer probe is held 
at one centimeter from the joining surfaces shall be repaired to a 
leak-free condition within fifteen (15) working days unless an appli­
cation for a variance is filed with the District Hearing Board within 
fifteen (15) working days. 

2. Any component leak which causes a registration on an appropriate 
analyzer to exceed 10 ,000 parts per mi 11 ion photochemically reactive 
organic compounds expressed as hexane when the analyzer probe is held 
at one centimeter from the joining surfaces and any component leak dripping 
liquid containing photcichemically reactive organic compounds at a rate!of 
more than three dro s er minute shall be repaired to a leak-free cond~tion 
within twenty 20 working days unless an application for a variance i~ 
filed with the District Hearing Board within the twenty (20) day peri6d. 
This provision shall not apply to a leaking component which is an 
essential part of a critical process unit identified in the approved 
management pl an, in which case repair sha11 be accomplished during the: 

! 

next shut down or process turnaround of the essential process unit, but 
not later than six months from the date of detection. 

3. An operator shall reinspect a component for leaks within ten (10) 
working days after the date on which the component is required. 

F. EXEMPTIONS 

l. The requirements of this Rule shall not apply to components that , 
are located in areas which cause inspection to be infeasible or unsafei 
for personnel provided that such components are identified in the 
management plan approved by the air pollution control officer as 
described in Section Dl of this Rule. 

2. The requirements of this Rule shall not apply to any component 
which is vented to a vapor control system which is being operated in , 
compliance with the rules and regulations of the air pol luti.on control 
district. 

I 
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3. The requirements of this Rule shall not apply to any component 
which the operator demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the air pollution
control officer, that without the contribution of ethane to an appropriate 
analyzer registration, the analyzer registration would be less than 
l 0, 000 ppm photochemically reactive organic compounds a·s hexane. This 
subsection F.3. shall not be applicable to any component in a natural 
gas processing plant. 

4. If an operator can demonstrate to the air pollution control officer 
that any component or group of components included in the management
plan els does not leak or that it contain:; materials which are not.likely 
to emit photochemically reactive organic-compounds, or ethane under the 
conditions descr.ibed in subsection F.3. or aioe that the component or group
of components is not cost-effective to routinely inspect, the operator may 
request that the air pollution control officer exclude these components
from unannounced agency inspections. Components in this category may be 
inspected by district personnel at a,ny time provided the operator is 
notified five working days prior to the inspection of the components. 



ATTACHMENT B 

GUIDELINES FOR ESTIMATING THE RELATIVE COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
RATIOS FOR THE CONTROL OF FUGITIVE PHOTOCHEMICALLY REACTIVE 
ORGANIC COMPOUND EMISSIONS FROM VARIOUS TYPES OF COMPONENTS 
AND STREAMS IN OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION OPERATIONS AND GAS 

PROCESSING PLANTS 

A measure for the control of fugitive photochanically reactive organic 
compound emissions from components in oil and gas production operations 
and gas processing plants can be made to apply to some or all of the 

· following combinations of components and streams. The following list 
ranks components and streams according to the relative cost-effectiveness 
ratio of controlling fugitive emissions. 

1) Application of gaseous anission limitation (10,000 ppm) to all 
gas-service components in all applications in oil and gas 
production facilities and gas processing plants. 

2) Application of gaseous emission limitation (10,000 ppm) and of 
liquid 1 eak 1 imitation (3 drops per minute) to all components 
containing 1 iquid condensate or other liquid streams comprised · 
largely of low molecular weight organic compounds (e.g. 
vapor recovery system condensate and liquid streams in gas plant~) 
in oil and gas production facilities and gas processing plants. · 

3) Application of gaseous and liquid leak limitations to all dynamic 
components (valves, pumps, etc.) handling photochemically reacti~e 
organic fluids in oil and gas production facilities and gas 
processing plants. 

4) Application of liquid leak limitation to all static components 
(flanges, threaded connections, etc.) handling photochemically 
reactive organic fluids upstream of first vessel .or:. tank in oil 
production facilities. 

5) Application of liquid leak limitation to all static components 
handling photochemically reactive organic fluids dowostream of 
first vessel or. tank in oil production facilities. 

6) Application of gaseous leak limitation to all static components: 
handling photochemically reactive organic fluids upstream of finst 
vessel or tank in oil production facilities. 

7) Application of gaseous leak limitation to all static components 
handling photochanically reactive organic fluids downstream of · 

1 

first vessel or tank in oil production facilities. 

NOTE: Cost/effectiveness ratio can generally be expected to decrease 
with increasing API gravity, gas to oil ratio, temperature, and 
pressure of stream and with decreasing density of stream. Data 
on cost effectiveness are now being obtained on heavy crudes. 



ATTACHMENT C 

SUGGESTED CONTROL MEASURE FOR THE CONTROL OF FUGIT! VE 
PHOTOCHEMICALLY REACTIVE ORGANIC COMPOUND EMISSIONS FROM 

OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION OPERATIONS AND GAS PROCESSING PLANTS 

GUIDELINES FOR DETERMINING 
WHETHER A VIOLATION HAS OCCURRED 

Since the achievement of a totally leak-free facility may be financially 
prohibitive, the Air Resources Board recommends that districts establish 
criteria for determining whether a violation of the measure has occurred. 
These criteria may include: 

1) Prosecutorial discretion during the first few months after the 
measure has been adopted, or when an operator has a good
enforcement history. 

2) The issuance of Notices of Violation or Citations only in cases 
where more than a small, specified number (such as one) of Notices 
of Repair has been issued during the course of a faci 1i ty,
inspection. 

3) The issuance of Notices of Violation or Citations only in the 
event that the number of leaks detected during the course of an 
inspection exceeds a small, specified percentage (such as 0.25%) 
of the number of components inspected. 

4) The issuance of Notices.of Repair only for leaks found in 
components handling streams which do not contain gases or low 
molecular ~eight liquids. 

https://Notices.of


State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Meeting to Consider a Suggested Control Measure for the 
Control of Emissions of Photochemically Reactive Organic Compounds
from Oil and Gas Production Operations and Gas Processing Plants 

Agenda Item No. 81-11-1 

Public Hearing Date: June 24 ~nd 25, 1981 

Response Date: June 25. 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: No significant environmental issues were identified at the 
hearing or by the staff. 

Response: N/A 

Date: ~ /2:;----~-_,,.,.___.......,."--------

RECEIVED 
Office of the Secretary 

JUL 2 \981 

·-,- -,,..,, u, ColifT;, 

' 
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State of California 

Memorandum 

Huey D. Johnson Date , April 6, 1981 
Secretary
Resources Agency Subject: Filing of Notice 

of Decision of the 
Air ResourceslBoard 

From Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60006(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. 

~d~~ 
~ 
BOARD SECRETARY 

attachments 
Resolution 81-13 

RECEIVED BY 
!()ffice of the Secretary 

Reaoul'CGI Ar,ency of California 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-14 

March 26, 1981 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 81-14 entitled "Review and 
Analysis of Special Accounting Practices, Tax Laws and Other Financial 
Considerations Applicable to Selected California Industries" has been , 
submitted by Price Waterhouse and Company to the Air Resources Board; an~ 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal f~r 
approval ; and I 

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

Proposal Number 81-14 entitled "Review and Analysis of 
Special Accounting Practices, Tax Laws and Other Financial 
Considerations Applicable to Selected California Industries'' 
submitted by Price Waterhouse and Company for an amount not 
to exceed $64,110; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED~ that the Air Resources Board under the p~wers 
and authority granted by the Health and Safety Code, Section 39705, here~y 
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approtes 
the following proposal: 

I 

Proposal Number 81-14 entitled "Review and Analysis of 
Special Accounting Practices, Tax Laws and Other Financial 
Considerations Applicable to Selected California Industries" 
submitted by Price Waterhouse and Company for an amount not 
to exceed $64,110. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminii­
trati ve proce_c:lur~s_ and_ execute a11 necessarydocume111:s and contracts for I 

the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $6zr070. i 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 8lil4 
as passed by the Air Resources Board. 

I 

Sall~~ 
BOARD SECRETARY 



, 
• 

ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 b.f 
DATE: March 26, 1981 

1 

! 

Research Proposal 996-81 entitled "Review and Analysis of 
Special Accounting Practices, Tax Laws, and Other FinancJal 
Considerations Applicable to Selected California Industrres" 

Adopt Resolution 81-14, approving Research Proposal 996-tl 
for Funding in an amount not to exceed $64,110. ! 

This proposal if funded would be for a nine month study to 
investigate the accounting, tax, and financial practices! 
used in California industries. This would result in a 
comprehensive reference guide to assist the Air Resource' 

1 

Board in determining the "bottom line" costs for an indu trial 
company to comply with the Board's air pollution abateme t 
requirements. The reference guide will be developed by sing 
published sources of financial information and by utiliz ng 
the expertise of Price Waterhouse (PW), industry specialists, 
representatives of firms from within the industries beinl' 
studied, and individuals from institutions familiar with the 
industries. Because the literature is boundless, PW ind stry 
specialists will provide direction to the appropriate areas 

1of research. Local staff will then research the general and 
industry literature both within and outside PW, the findings
will be summarized and discussed with ARB staff and then! 
reviewed by appropriate industry, trade association, and i 

institutional representatives before the report of their 
findings is written. ,' 

The specific industries to be researched are the electri al 
utilities; petroleum producers, refiners and marketers; 
chemical manufacturing; and other manufacturing industriejs 
to be selected in consultation with staff.. Some sources land 
items to be examined are: Financial Accounting Standards 
Board, American Institute of Certified Public Accountantsi, 
Securities and Exchange Cammi ss ion, Internal Revenue Codei, 
PW tax checklists, California Franchise Tax Board, Califo~nia 
Public Utilities Commission, large versus small firms, rahges 
of the cost of capital within each industry, variables 
likely to change the industries' cost of capital in the 
future, and financing methods available in each industry. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-15 

March 26, 1981 

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, a solicited research Proposal Number 999-81 entitled, "Study 
of Emissions Impact of Selected Aftermarket Parts" has been submitted 
Custom Engineering Performance and Emissions Laboratories 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 fot 
funding: 

Proposal Number 999-81 entitled, "Study of Emissions Impact of 
Selected Aftermarket Parts," submitted by the Custom Engineering
Performance and Emissions Laboratories for an amount not to 
exceed $71,022. 

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

Proposal Number 999-81 entitled, "Study of Emissions Impact of 
Selected Aftermarket Parts," submitted by the Custom Engineering 
Performance and Emissions Laboratories for an amount not to 
exceed $71,022. 

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 $71,022. 

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

BOARD SECRETARY 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

ITEM NO: 81-513 b.3 
DATE: Marcl'1 26, 1981 

Research Proposal 999-81 entitled, "Study of 
Emissions Impact of Selected Aftermarket Part " 

Adopt Resolution 81-15, approving research 
Proposal 999-81 for funding in an amount not to 
exceed $71,022. 

I 

Section 27156 of the California Vehicle Code 
I 

requires that any add-on or modified part 
which alters or modifies the original design lr 
performance of a vehicle's emission control 
system be exempted by the Air Resources Board 
before it can be legally sold for installatio on 
on-road motor vehicles. The number of such 
devices sold and installed illegally and thei~ 
impact on emissions has not be adequately 
determined. 

! 

! 

! 

The purpose of this study is to determine the! 
volume and pattern of sales of selected after1arket 
parts in California, the differences in emiss1ons 
between vehicles in the unmodified and modifi4d 
state, and the factor(s) which contribute to~ 
changes in emission levels. Sales and usage ata 
will be obtained for exhaust headers, modifie 
intake manifolds, turbochargers, modified , 
ignition distributors, modified cam-shafts an~ 
replacement carburetors. On the basis of the I 

survey, six vehicles will be selected and tes~ed 
(two for each type of aftermarket part) to de~ermine 
the effects of exhaust headers, modified inta~e 
manifolds, and turbochargers on exhaust level~, 
fuel economy and driveability. For each device, 
the first vehicle is to be the one most likel~ to 
be modified with the particular part, and the-I 
second is to represent the "worst case" appliJation 
on the basis of potential adverse effect upon I 

emissions. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-16 

March 26, 1981 

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 980-81 entitled 
"Deposition of Particles in Children's Lungs" has been submitted by the 
University of California at Irvine 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 f9r 
funding: . 

Proposal Number 980-81 entitled ''Deposition of Particles in Childr~n's 
Lungs" has been submitted by the University of California at Irvin 
for an amount not to exceed $103,425; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant tol the 
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts the 
recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the fo11 rwi ng: 

Proposal Number 980-81 entitled "Deposition of Particles in Childrer's 
Lungs" submitted by the University of California at Irvine for an , 
amount not to exceed $103,425, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini~trative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the res¢arch 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $103,425. I 

I certify that the above is a truei 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-~6 
as passed by the Air Resources Boatd. 

BOARD SECRETARY 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 b.4 
DATE: March 26, 1981 

Research Proposal No. 980-81 entitled ''Deposition of 
Particles in Children's Lungs''. 

Adopt Resolution 81-16 approving Research Proposal
No. 980-81 for funding not to exceed $103,425. 

Particulate matter suspended in the air we breathe has 
been associated with harm to human health for many yelrs.
Numerous regulations have been adopted to limit expos res 
in both the.occupational and ambient environment. Re. earch 
into the health effects of particulate matter has sho n 
that several factors influence the relative risks imp sed 
upon inhalation. These include particle size, chemic~l 
composition and physical properties and complex funct~onal 
parameters of the human lung. Models have been develQped 
to predict how particles behave in the lung and thus 40 
aid in risk assessment. The most notable application iof 
particle deposition to date has been in the occupatiorial
setting, which has been limited to healthy young adul~ 
males. More sensitive elements of the population 

1 

1 

require further consideration and protection. 

Most scientists believe that children constitute one stch 
sensitive portion of the population. Children exhibit 
breathing patterns different from adults; they general y 
inhale more air (and pollution) per pound of body weigrt
than adults; and they often spend a larger fraction of' 
their day out of doors. In addition it is thought that 
the effects of inhaled pollution could have a more sev~re 
effect on a developing lung than on the fully develope~
lung. 

The objective of this proposal is to gather data on how 
particulate matter deposits in the lungs of children of 
various ages. These data will be applied to calibrate 
and verify existing deposition models developed for th¢ 
adult lung. ' 

This proposal consists of two closely related parts. 
The first involves casting and studying the lungs of age­
segregated child autopsy cases. Approximately 25 to 30 
casts would be made. The Los Angeles County Coroner h~s 
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agreed to assist in this effort by making the needed 
cadavers available for the effort. The prooonent woulld 
fill the lung airways to make a negative cast, either~ 
.!.!!_ situ or in lungs excised under controlled conditio s. 
These negative casts would undergo extensive measurem, nt 
efforts to provide information needed for later model~ng 
efforts. Positive casts would then be made from the i 

negatives to produce hollow airways to be used for 
deposition studies to determine the pattern of partic~e 
deposition by size. I 

' 

The data collected in the effort described above, tog!'ther 
with other available information related to children, will 
be applied to various deposition models presently in use 
for adults in the second portion of this study. Adjust­
ments of such models to reflect collected data will be 
applied to children. 

The information to be gained from the proposed effort\will 
provide a basis for a more fully.protective fine-particle 
air quality standard. Moreover, we expect that infor1a­
tion gained in this study on deposition in children wluld 
help in the design of future epidemiological studies. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-17 

March 26, 1981 

lfHEREAS, 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 982-81 entitled 
"The Influence of Exercise on Lung Injury from Exposure to Ozone" 
has been submitted by the University of California at Irvine to the 
Air Resources Board; and 

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

, 

1 

I 

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

Proposal Number 982-81 entitled "The Influence of Exercise on Lung,
I 

Injury from Exposure to Ozone" submitted by the University of 
California at Irvine for an amount not to exceed $100,000; 

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 recommend ati on of the Research Screening Cammi ttee and appraves 
the following: 

1 

Proposal Number 982-81 enti.tled "The Influence of Exercise on Lung 
Injury from Exposure to Ozone" submitted by the University of 
California at Irvine for an amount not to exceed $100,000, 

I

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 $100,000. I 

I 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-17 
as passed by the Air Resources Boa ct. 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 b. 5 
DATE: March 26, 19 l 

Research Proposal No. 982-81 entitled ''The 
Influence of Exercise on Lung Injury from 
Exposure to Ozone". 

Adopt Resolution 81-17 approving Research 
Proposal No. 982-81 for funding not to exceed 
$100,000 

Exercise is known to influence pulmonary funct onal 
perfonnance of human subjects undergoing ozone 
exposures. In accordance with theory, results of 
such tests show that an increase in ventilator 
rate results in an increase of dose of ozone. 
have also shown that athletic performance can e 
adversely affected on high oxidant days. What is 
not known is the type and extent of tissue dam ge 
accompanying the changes. Such a detenninatio can 
be obtained by using laboratory test animals w ich 
are exposed under controlled exercise, sacrifi ed 
and studied for tissue damage. 

Previous studies by the proponent have demonst ated 
responses to ozone exposures as low as 0.4 ppm 
administered over 4 hour periods of exercise. 
were seen at a rate 8 times higher than seen i 
resting rats. Ozone levels of 0.8 ppm produce death 
in many exercising rats. It has also been sho n that 
rats will actively avoid ozone exposure at lev ls 
as low as 0.2 ppm over a six-hour period. This study 
wi 11 fo 11 ow up on such observations and extend exposures 
to lower concentrations. Limited efforts will also be 
undertaken to relate tissue damage to ventilatory volumes. 

This study would involve exposing rats to atmospheres 
containing ozone. Exercise stress would be included 
as a variable to investigate previous observati ns of 
enhanced sensitivity to ozone in exercising rat 

Rats will be trained to run on treadmills for a period 
of four hours through a series of trials that e ploy 
shock as a stimulus to perform. "Qualified" ra s 
would be exposed for four hours to ozone at 0.3, 0.20 
and 0.15 ppm and to ozone free air. Three grou s of rats 
will be used for each exposure level. Each gro p will 
receive a different exercise/rest protocol in oder to 
distinguish the impact of the different workloa sand 
therefore different ventilatory rates on tissue damage. 
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Rats wi 11 al so be tested to determine if their 
maximal workload capabilities are affected by 
the ozone exposure. This will be done by testing 
rats on the day before and the day fa11 owing the 
above described ozone treatment. They will be 
placed on a variable-speed, variable-slope 
treadmi 11 . The angle and speed wi 11 be i ncrea ed 
until the rats fail to continue running and ac ept 
shocks. 

Lung damage will be studied in exposed rats by 
killing them two days post exposure and examin'ng 
prepared lung sections microscopically for les·ons 
in the alveolar region and ''free" cells in air 
spaces. The lung sections will be scored on a 
graded scale relating to the type of damage an 
the amount of the lung involved. Workload mea ure­
ments would then be used to relate damage obse -
vations to ventilatory rates on the basis of 
published relationships between workload and 
ventilatory rate. 

The proposed study would replicate and greatly 
extend previous exercise protocols and attempt 
to relate microstructural damage, and work out ut 
levels to ozone exposure. The outcome of the 
study will add to our understanding of health 
risks to humans in varying levels of exercise/ ark 
in the outdoor environment. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-18 

March 26, 1981 

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 981-81 entitled, ''Moni~r·ng
of Mutagens and Carcinogens in Community Air", has been submitted by the 
Air and Industrial Hygiene Laboratory Section, California Department 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 981-81 entitled, "Monitoring of Mutagens and Carcinog ns 
in Community Air", submitted by the Air and Industrial Hygiene Labora ory
Section, California Department of Health Services for an amount not t 
exceed $82,650; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air resources Board pursuant to 
the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby acce~ts 
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the fo1lowing: 

Proposal Number 981-81 entitled, "Monitoring of Mutagens and Carcinog~ns
in Community Air", submitted by the Air and Industrial Hygiene Labora ory
Section, California Department of Health Services for an amount not t 
exceed $82,650, 

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 $82,650. 

I -

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81- 8 

• 
as passed by the Air Resources Boa d . 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 81L5-3 b.6 
DATE: Mtch 26,. 1981 

Research Proposal No. 981-81 entitled 
"Monitoring of Mutagens and Carcinogens 
in Community Air". 

Adopt Resolution 81-18 approving Research 
Proposal No. 981-81 for funding in an amount 
not to exceed $82,650. 

The research project proposed by the Californ ·a 
Department of Health Services will assess the1 
mutagenic potency of suspended particulate mal'ter 
in Contra Costa County, an area that has been 
identified as having high rates of lung cane r. 
The objectives of this research project inclu e: 

1 • An analysis of a broad spectrum on organi¢
molecules to better reconcile the chemica1 

1

data and the observed mutagenicities. Th1 
analysis wi 11 include polyc.ycl ic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAH) and polycyclic organic 
matter (POM) (e.g., nitro-substituted and 
oxygenated PAH), 

I 

2. The use of chemical signatures in the col ected 
samples to better identify possible sourc s of 
carcinogens and mutagens in ambient air, 

3. An analysis of three periods of intensive 
sampling periods designed to investigate 
possible sources of mutagenic aerosols in ·1 

ambient air, and , 
4. The further integration of the chemical ad 

biochemical data into an ongoing epidemiological 
cancer study in Contra Costa County. 

This study proposes to apply the Ames Salmonella 
mutagenicity test to particulate samples coll cted 
in Contra Costa County. These samples will b 
examined for the presence of POM in an attempt to 
further identify the chemicals responsible for 
the observed mutagenic activity. A completed 
analysis of five PAH's for mutagenic activity showed 
that these represent only about 2 percent oft e 
total mutagenic activity in ambient air. Thus, 
the principal sources of mutagens currently re ain 
obscure. In the present research study, unsub 
stituted, nitro-substituted and oxygenated PAH as 
well as heterocyclic compounds (e.g., benzacri ine)
wi 11 be tested to elucidate the "excess mutage i city" 



-2-

question. In addition to the standard Ames S lmon­
ella tester strains, recently developed nitro 
reductase mutant strains will be used to ind·cate 
the presence of mutagenic nitrosated organics in 
the air samples. 

This study will be carried out in two phases. 
One phase will provide the baseline informati n 
and will consist of hi-vol collection of part·c­
ulate at three locations in Contra Costa Couty 
(Richmond, Concord, and Pittsburg). 

Samp 1es wi 11 be analyzed for mutagen i city and 
selected POM as well as total suspended parti ulate, 
lead, benzene-soluble organics, sulfates and itrates. 
The filter samples from each location will be com­
posited over three four-month intervals: Jul -
October 1981; November 1981-February 1982; Ma ch­
June 1982. Samples collected for POM and mut -
genicity testing will be subjected to special 
handling. Following collection, these filter will 
be immediately wrapped in aluminum foil, seal din 
envelopes, and refrigerated. They will be tr ns­
ported and stored cold prior to testing. Thee 
special procedures may prove critical since p elim­
inary studies indicated that significant loss s of 
organics may occur when filters are stored at 
room temperature. 

The second phase will consist of three period of 
intensive sampling and analysis. This phase s 
designed to identify possible sources of muta 
genie material and determine the diurnal and 
seasonal variations of ambient aerosols. The 
analysis will include measurements of total p rtic­
ulate mass, sulfates, nitrates, lead, organi s, 
mutagenicity, POM, and multielemental analysi • 
The analysis will also include concurrent con 
trations of the following gaseous pollutants: 
nitric oxide, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxi e, 
sulfur dioxide and ozone. The intensive phas 
will be conducted on days when meteorological 
conditions are as follows: 

Winter: Air drainage from the east, 0-200 m 
inversion height. Typically high TS and 
N02 days in November through January. 

Summer: Westerly fl ow, inversion heigh 200-500 m. 
Sample during the occurrence of high 
oxidant.days in July through August. 

Fall: Stagnant air mass, weak variable wind, 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-19 

March 26, 1981 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board h.as b.een directed to carry out an 
effective research program in conjunction wi:th its efforts to combat 
air pollution, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 
through 39705; 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 1014-81 entitled I 

"Cumulative Effects of Acid Rain on Plant Productivity and Soil Nutrient 
Supply Under California Conditions", has been submitted by the Universit 
of California at Berkeley to the Air Resources Board; and 

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

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

Proposal Number 1014-81 entitled "Cumulative Effects of Acid Rain o 
Pl ant Productivity and Soil Nutrient Supply Under California Condit· ons" 
submitted by the University of California at Berkeley for an amount not 
to exceed $129,750; 

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

Proposal Number 1014-81 entitled "Cumulative Effects of Acid Rain o~ 
I 

Plant Productivity and Soil Nutrient Supply Under California Condit ons" 
submitted by the University of California at Berkeley for an amount 
not to exceed $129,750, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini trative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the res arch 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $129,750. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-~9 
as passed by the Air Resources Boa .d. 

1 

I 
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ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO.: 81-5-3 b 
DATE: March 26, 1981 

Research Proposal No. 1014-81 entitled "Cumulative 
Effects of Acid Rain on Plant Productivity and Soil 
Nutrient Supply Under California Conditions''. 

Adopt Resolution 81-19 approving Research Proposal 
No. 1014-81 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$129,750. 

Damage from acid precipitation to aquatic ecosystems 
in Sweden and New York State has been well documented. 
The effects of acid precipitation on vegetation are no 
yet fully understood, but an extensive research effort 
is currently under way in the U.S. to assess potential 
problems. 

Sponsored by ARB, the proponent initially surveyed , 
various locations in California and demonstrated the i, 

occurrence of acid precipitation in some areas of the 
State. Further ARB-sponsored research by the proponen 
demonstrated that simulated acid precipitation (pH 2.0) 
injured foliage and stimulated unfertilized barley and, 
clover growth, probably by supplying plants with 
nitrogen and sulfur. This "fertilizer effect" of acid 

! 

precipitation was not observed when customary amounts 
of nitrogen and sulfur fertilizers were added to the 
soil but the adverse effects persisted. 

The results of the research imply that short term effefcts 
of acid deposition on soils could either stimulate plat 
growth by nutrient release or damage plant growth by 
toxic element release. In the long term, however, plat 
growth is only likely to be impaired because the toxic 
element aluminum, which is mobilized by acid, is so 
abundant in soil and could be taken up by plants subje ted 
to acid precipitation for a very extended time. Manga ese 
concentrations could also become sufficiently availabl 
to become toxic in some soils. 

Two range plants and two forest tree species, both 
economically important in California, will be grown in 
soil and subjected to different acid precipitation , 
levels at pH 3.0 and above. The cumulative effects of 
acid precipitation on plant productivity will be deter ined 
after two sequential harvests of the tree species and ight 
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sequential harvests of the range plants. Soil nutrien 
levels and pH will be determined after each harvest to 
determine if toxic minerals accumulate or if essential 
plant nutrients are solubilized and thus subject to 
leaching. The important soil-microbe mediated process 
nitrification, denitrification and rate of organic mat 
decomposition will be monitored to determine if acid 
precipitation is adversely affecting the conversion of 
soil nitrogen into forms usable by the plant. 

The proposed work would provide useful information to 
the ARB for assessing the impact of acid precipitation 
on California plant-soil-microbe systems. The study 
would extend our knowledge in two areas: l) the 
cumulative effects of acid precipitation and 2) the ef 
of acid precipitation on the integrated plant-soil-mic 
system. 

of 
er 

ects 
obe 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81.,.20 

March 26, 1981 

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 ~umber 1013-81 entitled 
"Effects of Ozone and Sulfur Dioxide Mixtures on Forest Vegetation of 
the Southern Sierra Nevada" 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 

L-IHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends 
for funding: 

Proposal Number 1013-81 entitled ''Effects of Ozone and Sulfur Dioxi 
Mixtures on Forest Vegetation of the Southern Sierra Nevada" submit 
by the-University of California at Riverside for an amount not to 
exceed $141,318; 

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 appro
the fo 11 owing: 

Proposal Number 1013-81 entitled "Effects of Ozone and Sulfur Dioxi 

e 
ed 

es 

e 
Mixtures on Forest Vegetation of the Southern Sierra Nevada" submit ed 
by the University of California at Riverside for an amount not to 
exceed $141,318, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini trative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the res arch 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $141,318. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81- O 
as passed by the Air Resources Boa d. 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO; 81-5-3 b. 
DATE: March 26, 981 

Research Proposal No. 1013-81 entitled "Effects of 
Ozone and Sulfur Dioxide Mixtures on Forest Veg tation 
of the Soutfiern Sierra Nevada" 

Adopt Resolution 81-20 approving Research Propo al 
No. 1013-8l for funding in an amount not to exc ed 
$141,318. 

Relatively high ozone concentrations occur on t e 
eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada Mountains du 
to transport of ozone and ozone precursors from 
urban areas of the Central Valley. Scattered s rveys 
in the mountain areas have reported widespread oliar 
injury from ozone on various tree species. Oil 
production operations in Kern County generates lfur 
dioxide, which is also transported to the easte n 
slope of the mountains. Sulfur dioxide from sm lters 
and other sources in the U.S. and Canada has al o 
been reported to cause extensive foliar injury n 
tree species. The forest vegetation in the Seq oia 
National Forest east of Bakersfield, is impacted by 
both ozone and sulfur dioxide; yet, no studies lave 
been carried out on the effects of ozone - sulf r 
dioxide mixtures on forest vegetation in the ar a. 

Research in Canada over a 10-year period demonstrated 
a high correlation between foliar injury and fo iar 
sulfur content of forest vegetation as a functi 
distance from the pollutant source, plant speci 
and leaf age. Other Canadian research has show 
sulfur isotope ratios may be useful for determi 
the source of sulfur in the plant, i.e. fossil 
or the earth's crust. These techniques may als 
determine if mixtures of ozone and sulfur dioxi 

n of 
s 
that 

ing 
uels 
help 

e act 
additively, synergistically, or antagonisticall 
terms of California forest vegetation growth an 

in 
injury. 

This study is divided into a field phase and a 
controlled fumigation phase. The field phase i~-
cludes gathering soil and foliage samples from locations 
in the Sequoia National Forest at various dista ces 
from so 2 sources. S1,rnpl es wi 11 be analyzed for sulfur 
content to develop and apply diagnostic standar s for 
interpreting the effects of ozone-sulfur dioxid mix­
tures on foliar injury. Ambient concentrations of 
ozone and sulfur dioxide will also be monitored in the 



• • • 

-2-

Sequoia National Forest. Representati~~ s~~ple of 
soil and foliage will be analyzed for S/ S r tios 
to investigate the diagnostic potential of stab e 
sulfur isotopes for determining the source of s lfur 
metabolized by plants. 

The controlled fumigation phase includes exposi g 
several tree species to known concentrations of 
ml'xtures of ozone and sulfur dfoxide. Foliage
from fumigated plants will be analyzed for sulf r 
content and foliar injury, and growth effects w'll 
be correlated with s uTfur content. The control ed 
fumigations will provide data on known concentr tions 
of ozone and sulfur dioxide so the field data c n 
be interpreted. 

Correlating foliar sulfur content with injury or 
damage to plants could help establish threshold 
doses for sulfur injury for various plant species
and provide a ready indicator of atmospheric sulfur 
inputs. The study may also help determine if the 
combi.ned ozone-.sulfur dioxide air quality standard 
adequately p3~te3~s forest vegetation. The de er­
mination of S/ S ratios may be a useful tool 
for establishing relationships between polluta t 
sources and receptors. 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-21 

March 26, 1981 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal number 1012-81 entitled 
"Chemical Nature of Particulate Atmospheric Mutagens in California's 
South Coast Air Basin" has been submitted by the 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 the proposal: 

Proposal Number 1012-81 entitled "Chemical Nature of Particulate 
Atmospheric Mutagens in California's South Coast Air Basin" 
submitted by the University of California, Riverside for an 
amount not to exceed $144,816; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board under the 
powers and authority granted by the Health and Safety Code, Section 39705, 
hereby accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and 
approves the following proposal: 

Proposal Number 1012-81 entitled "Chemical Nature of Particulate 
Atmospheric Mutagens in California's South Coast Air Basin" 
submitted by the University of California, Riverside for an 
amount not to exceed $144,816. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminis 
trati ve procedure!i_and execute_al l necessar_y_ doCl.llilents and-contracts -for 
the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $144,816. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-rl 
as passed by the Air Reso"rces Boa d. 

Sall~~ 
BOARD SECRETARY 

1 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 b. 
DATE: March 26, 1981 

Research Proposal No. 1012-81 entitled "Chemical 
Nature of Particulate Atmospheric Mutagens in 
California's South Coast Air Basin." 

Adopt Resolution 81-21 approving Research Proposal 
No. 1012-81 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$144,816. 

Significant ambient levels of particulate organic 
matter (POM) are found in California's major air 
basins; these levels may increase in the 1980s 
with the increasing popularity of diesel light duty 
motor vehicles (LDMV) and additional coal-fired power 
plants. POM contains polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAH), some of wnich are potent animal carcinogens 
(e.g. , benzo( a) pyrene (BaP)). Furthermore, these 
compounds are predominantly associated with sma;ll 
particles (<l µm) that can be inhaled and deposited 
in lungs of numans. 

The investigators at the Statewide Air Pollution Resea ch 
Center, U.C. Riverside, have demonstrated that a signi i­

1cant level of direct mutagenicity occurs in the particplate 
organic matter (POM) collected at various representatire 
locations throughout the South Coast Air Basin. The 
investigators have shown that this mutagenic activity 1s 
not caused by the "classical" polycyclic aromatic hydro­

1carbons such as benzo(a)pyrene. Three possible sourcel 
of this mutagenicity are currently under consideration. 
These are: l) an unidentified PAH formed during the I 

combustion process; 2) reaction products of the particµlate 
organic material formed in the atmosphere; or 3) react'·ons 
that may occur on filter surfaces during the collectio of 
the POM. 

In order to gain information concerning the identity 
of the chemical components responsible for mutagen­
icity and to gain insight concerning the mechanisms 
by which these compounds are formed, the following 
objectives are proposed: 

l) To conduct a search for the compounds in ambient 
particulate matter in the South Coast Air Basin 



that are responsible for the high level of 
mutagenic activity observed in previous studies. 

2. To isolate and characterize compounds present in , 
ambient particulate matter and suspected of beingj 
highly mutagenic. 

3. Develop methods for sampling aerosol material thaf 
will minimize the possibility of forming muta- , 
genie material while the particles are on the · 
filter. 

4. To initiate studies of the role of diesel exhaustj 
I 

in the formation of mutagenic particulate materia~. 

The results of this study will be used by the scientif~c 
community to improve their sampling methods so that · 
oxidation and/or nitration of the particulate material'b.on 
the filter is minimized, and ultimately by the Board t 
develop a control strategy and appropriate regulations! 
to minimize exposure of the public to mutagenic particu­
late materials. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-22 

March 26, 1981 

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 1017-81 entitled 
''Correlative and Sensitive Discriminants for Air Pollution Control 
has been submitted by the Professional Staff Association of Los 
Angeles/University of Southern California 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 fo 
funding: 

Proposal Number 1017-81 entitled '.'Correlative and Sensitive Discriminants 
for Air Pollution Control" submitted by the Professional Staff Asso iation 
of Los Angeles/University of Southern California for an amount not o 
exceed $58,792; , 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to 
' 

the 
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accept 
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the 
following: 

Proposal Number 1017-81 entitled ''Correlative and Sensitive Discrim nants 
for Air Pollution Control" submitted by the Professional Staff Asso iation 
of Los Angeles/University of Southern California for an amount not o 
exceed $58,792, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini~trative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the res arch 
effort proposed in an amount no to exceed $58,792. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81- 2 
as passed by the Air Resources Boa d. 

BOARD SECRETARY 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 b.10 
DATE: March 26, 1981 

ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

Research Proposal No. 1017-81 entitled "Correla ive 
and Sensitive Discriminants for Air Pollution 
Control". 

Adopt Resolution 81-22 approving Research Propo al 
No. 1017-81 for funding in an amount not to exc ed 
$58,7g2_ 

Nitrogen dioxide (NO I has frequently been said to be 
far less toxic than ~zone. This assertion is b sed 
on several comparisons, some of which are indir ct. 
Even direct comparisons, however,.may not be app>ro­
priate because of probable differences in them des 
of action of ozone and NO?. Clearly, further w rk 
with N0 is needed to resolve this question.2 
The results of studies by the proponent and oth rs 
have recently provided data that this major con 
stituent of photochemical smog is capable of pr -
ducing potentially adverse effects at levels 
approaching those at which ozone has been shown to 
have an adverse effect. The proponent has demo strated 
cellular level changes in lung structure follow ng 
intermittent exposures to 0.3 ppm NO?. These c llular 
alterations can be seen for as long [s 10 weeks after 
the exposures have stopped. The kinds of struc ural 
and cellular alterations detected by the propon nt 
are thought to be similar, if not the same as, hose 
seen in the early stages of certain lung diseas s 
where usable air exchange volumes are destroyed In 
addition, very consistent spleen-weight changes have 
been seen in animals exposed to N0 2. 

This proposal is simple in concept and design. It 
consists of placing 100 pregnant mice into a filtered 
air control chamber and 100 pregnant mice into x-
posure chambers. They will deliver nearly simultaneously 
in the chambers. N0 7 exposures will be at 0.35 ppm 
for the 12 weeks fo lTowi ng deli very. · The expos re 
will be for 7 hours a day, 5 days a week. At the end 
of the twelve week exposure period and at weeks 4, 10, 
20 and 32 after the exposure period has been stopped, 
mice will be removed from each group and killed. Lungs 
will be removed, preserved and prepared formic oscopic 
study. Alveolar cell type changes as well as allveolar 
structure will be determined using the image analysis.

I 
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Limited study of subce.llular components of alve!lar 
cells will also lie pursued. Spleen weights wil also 
be measured on a11 animals. These four paramet rs. 
i.e., alveolar cell changes, alveolar structure, 
subcellular changes and spleen weights, have al~ 
been shown to be sensitive indicators of NO ex osure. 
The proposed study will provide valuable inform tion 
relating to what extent the effects of NO expo ures 
seen in previous studies persist over tim~ and hether 
or not they are reversible. Such information ads key 
pieces of information to the previous work. Th results 
of this and earlier studies will serve as a bas·s for 
reconsideration of the ambient air quality stan ards 
for NO2. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-23 

March 26, 1981 

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 1018-81 entitled, "Chemica 
Consequences of Air Quality Standards and of Control Implementation Program" 
has been submitted by the 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 recommended for 
funding: 

Proposal Number 1018-81 entitled, "Chemical Consequences of Air Qualit 
Standards and of Control Implementation Programs" submitted by the 
University of California, Riverside for an amount not to exceed $154,3 6; 

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

Proposal Number 1018-81 entitled, ''Chemical Consequences of Air Qualit 
Standards and of Control Implementation Programs," submitted by the 
University of California, Riverside for an amount not to exceed $154,3r6, 

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 $154,366. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-
as passed by the Air Resources Boa 

Sal 
BOARD SECRETARY 

d. 
3 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 8 -5-3 b.11 
DATE: M rch 26, 1981 

Research Proposal No. 1018-81 entitled 
"Chemical Consequences of Air Quality 
Standards and of Control Implementation Plans'' 

Adopt Resolution 81-23 approving Research 
Proposal No. 1018-81 for funding in an 
amount not to exceed $154,366. 

The smog chamber facility at the Statewide Air 
Pollution Research Center (SAPEC) at U.C. Rive side 
will be used for a three element project to: 
(1) Investigate the source of ''chamber effects' 
which have, at times, made chamber data diffic lt 
to interpret and required that empirical correftions 
be made when smog chamber data are used in con rol 
strategy designs and models. (2) Quantify the smog 
forming potential of relatively inert long-cha·n 
hydrocarbons typical of those found in diesel nd 
jet fuels. (3) Measure the reactivity and ide tify 
the reaction products of benzene and other aro atic 
hydrocarbons. Each of these elements are disc ssed 
in more detail below. 

For nearly ten years it has been recognized th t 
smog chamber studies do not fully agree with 
photochemical smog reactions, measured in the mbient 
air. More recently, it has been determined th t 
smog chambers have some unknown source of free 
radicals. These transient but highly reactive 
chemical fragments perturb the rates of appear nee 
or disappearance of the various species such a 
hydrocarbons,nitrogen oxides, and ozone, forme 
or consumed in the chamber. Research to expla~n 
this phenomemon was begun as a part of the 
1979-80 research project funded by the ARB. D. 
Pitts and his co-workers plan to conclude this 
investigation of chamber radical sources by ex er­
imentally determining the magnitude of this so rce 
of radicals in both the all-Teflon and all-gla s 
configurations of the Riverside 6000-liter cha ber. 

As a result of a number of hydrocarbon substitution 
measures beginning with Rule 66, as well as for 
other reasons, the emissions of "low reactivitt" 
relative to "high reactivity" hydrocarbons and 
solvents is increasing. The chamber radical s urce 
effects would be expected to result in overpre­
diction of the relative reactivities of these flow­
reactivity" compounds in standardized tests no 
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being developed. To better understand these 
effects and to provide important data for the 

1 

state-of-the-art urban a i rshed computer mode1s1, 
the investigators propose to investigate the , 
atmospheric chemi. stry of the higher a1kanes wh~ ch 
are important constituents of gasoline, diesel, and 
jet fuels. 

Finally, the investigators propose to study the 
photochemical reactions and the reaction produits
of benzene. This compound is of particular 
interest because of the widespread use of benz ne 
(and its derivatives) as fuels and solvents an 
especially because benzene (and many of its I 

polycyclic derivates) are known carcinogens. 
Additionally, knowledge of the reaction produc 

! 

s 
formed by the NOx-air-benzene irradiation will 
provide important clues to the type of compoun s 
that may be of importance to the SAPRC mutagen study. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-24 

March 26, 1981 

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 1016-81 entitled 
"Effects of Air Pollution on Airway Function" has been submitted by the I 

University of California at San Francisco to the Air Resources Board; anr 

WHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal fr
I 

approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends fo 
funding; 

Proposal Number 1016-81 entitled "Effects of Air Pollution on Airwa 
Function" submitted by the University of California at San Francisc 
for an amount not to exceed $126,989; 

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 appro es 
the following; 

Proposal Number 1016-81 entitled "Effects of Air Pollution on Airwa 
Function" submitted by the University of California at San Francisc 
for an amount not to exceed $126,989, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini trative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the res arch 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $126,989. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81- 4 
as passed by the Air Resources Boa d. 
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ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 81-5- b.12 
DATE: March 26, 1981 

Research Proposal No. 1016-81 entitled 
"Effects of Air Pollution on Airway Function". 

Adopt Resolution 81-24 approving Research 
Proposal No. 1016-81 for funding in an amount 
not to exceed $126,989. 

Sulfur dioxide has long been known to affect 
adversely the human respiratory system. Perso s 
with existing lung diseases appear to be most 
sensitive to this pollutant. 

The proponent has been pursuing research with ow 
levels of SO? employing both normal and asthma ic 
subjects. Work to date has produced some stri ing 
findings that have raised questions regarding he 
adequacy of the protection provided by current 
so2 standards. 

These key results have been obtained in lightl 
exercising asymtomatic asthma subjects: ten­
minute exposures to as little as 0.1 ppm SO 
have been shown to produce bronchoconstrictton in 
some asthmatics. The implications of these fi dings 
have caused the studies to be closely scrutini ed 
and, as a result, questions have been raised tat 
might be addressed in further exposure work. ost 
of the questions here has centered about the sit­
ability of mouthpiece delivery of the air cont 1n1ng 
so2• Many physicians believe that the nose pl ys 
an important role in removal of so2 before the 
pollutant reaches the lung so that these studi s 
underestimate the threshold level for the resp nse. 
Questions have also been raised as to what mig t 

. be seen if higher exercise rates are employed. 

Previous studies by the proponent have indicat d 
that both ozone and SO? produce bronchoconstri tion. 
It is therefore suspected that combined exposu e to 
the two pollutants might results in interactiv 
effects. Previous experiments done by the pro 
ponents on human subjects were inconclusive. 

This proposal has three main objectives. They are: 
(1) to compare the influence of mouth and nose 
breathing on so2 responses (2) to study the im 
plication of increased workload and thus highe 
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ventilatory rate on so2 responses of human sub·ects 
and (3) to study the effects of combined SO ad 
ozone on experimental animals. The end poi~ts to 
be observed in all experiments involving human 
are indices of airway constriction. 

Four experiments are proposed to address these 
objectives. 

Experiment 1 - It is the intent of the propone't 
to study the responses of mildly asthmatic sub 
jects to SO? at 0.5 to 1 ppm breather through he 
mouth or nose for 10 minutes. This will be 
achieved with a mask that allows suppression o 
either oral or nasal breathing. 

Experiment 2 - This study will investigate the 
response of asthmatics to low levels of SO? un er 
moderate and heavy workloads. Six to ten mild y 
asthmatic subjects will perform light, moderat 
and heavy exercise loads for 5 to 10 minutes i 
purified moist air with 0.25 ppm so2• 

Experiment 3 - This study would involve the us 
of atropine, a broncho-dilator, to study the 
mechanisms involved in producing the observed 
airway resistance increases following so2 expo ures 
in the range of 0.5 - 1 ppm. Asthamatic subje ts 
will be employed in these experiments. 

Experiment 4 - This study will determine wheth r 
any interaction between ozone and SO can be 
demonstrated employing pulmonary funttional te ts. 
Dogs will be used as subjects for this effort. 
Previous studies by the proponents using human 
subjects produced indications of interactions 
they were difficult to reproduce. The propone 
has demonstrated that S02 and o3 alone produce 
similar bronchoconstrictlon and that similar 
mechanisms may be involved. If this is so, it 
is possible that, under proper conditions, the 
might interact to produce increased airway 
resistance and other function changes. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-25 

March 24, 1981 

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 1018-81 entitled 
"Characterization of Reactants, Reaction Mechanisms and Reaction Products 
Leading to Extreme Acid Rain and Acid Aerosol Conditions in Southern 
California," has been submitted by the Meteorology Research 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 1018-81 entitled, ''Characterization of Reactants, 
Reaction Mechanisms and Reaction Products Leading to Extreme Acid 
Rain and Acid Aerosol Conditions in Southern California,'' submitted 
by the Meteorology Research Inc., ($100,731) with a contribution 
from California Institute of Technologj ($76,917) for a total 
amount not to exceed ($177,648 ) ; 

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

Proposal Number 1018-81 entitled, "Characterization of Reactants, 
Reaction Mechanisms and Reaction Products Leading to Extreme Acid 
Rain and Acid Aerosol Conditions in Southern California," submitted 
by the Meteorology Research Inc., ($100,731) with a contribution 
from California Institute of Technology ($76,917) for a total 
amount not to exceed ($177,648), 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini 
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for 
the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $177,648. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 b.~3 
DATE: March 26, 1981 

Research Proposal No. 1018-81 entitled 
"Characterization of Reactants, Reaction 
Mechanisms and Reaction Products Leading to 
Extreme Acid Rain and Acid Aerosol Conditions 
in Southern California." 

Adopt Resolution 81-25 approving proposal No. 018-81 
for funding in an amount not to exceed $177,64 

The rainfall of the South Coast Air Basin has 
been shown to be acidic, i.e., to have a pH le s 
than 5.6, as a result of nitric and sulfuric a ids 
present in the atmosphere. The sulfuric and nitric 
acid content of rainfall is specifically correlated 
with atmospheric oxidant levels. Highest acidity, 
nitrate and sulfate concentrations are exhibit d 
during low precipitation intensity episodes. 
In September 1978, the pH of an individual sto m 
event in Pasadena was 2.89, a value nearly 100 
times more acidic than the unpolluted backgrou d 
value. The South Coast Air Basin has the high st 
annual number of days of heavy fog in the coun y. 
This fact, in combination with the high levels of 
SO?, NOx, and oxidants in the South Coast Air asin 
means that the potential for acidic gas and des 
certainly exists in Southern California. 

The objectives of this project are to: 1) dete ine 
the composition of cloud droplets and submicro 
aerosol during conditions of extreme acidity i 
Los Angeles; 2) determine the relationship of 
strong acid and oxidant concentrations in clou 
and precipitation water samples; 3) investigat
hypothesized sulfur or nitrogen oxidation mech 
of acidity formation; 4) demonstrate the occur 
of non-photochemical oxidation processes. 

During this study airborne sampling wi 11 be ca ri ed 
out during two week-long intensive periods over 
the South Coast Air Basin. Sampling will bed ne 
during periods of high acidity, i.e., stratus 
conditions, during periods of relative stagnat·on. 
At the same time three surface-based sampling ites 
will be operated to collect cloud water, mist nd 
rain water. One the three sites, at Caltech, ill 
be operated for a one-year period during perio s of 
fog, mist and light rain. 
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Chemical analysis of the cloud and rain water ~nd 
aerosol samples will performed in order to undrr­
stand the relationships between aerosols and , 
cloudwater chemistry. Mechanisms will be proposed 
to explain the oxidation rates, pH levels, andl_ 
sulfate and nitrate levels found during this sfudy. 

This study will provide valuable information o the 
oxidation of NOx and SO? and their incorporati n into 
cloud water. The propo~al work will increase ur 
understanding of the chemistry of formation of acid 
precipitation and acidic aerosols in the atmos here. 

This information will assist the Board in developing 
strategies to reduce both acid precipitation ad 
atmospheric acidity to acceptable levels. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-26 

March 26; l 9Bl 

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, a solicited research Proposal Number 962-80 entitled, "A Study 
of Components Influencing the Deterioration of Vehicle Emission Control 
Systems," has been submitted by Olson Engineering, 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: 

Proposa 1 Number 962-80 entitled, "A Study of Components Influencing 
the Deterioration of Vehicle Emission Control Systems," 
submitted by Olson Engineering, Inc. for an amount not to exceed 
$91,676; 

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

Proposal Number 962-80 entitled, ''A Study of Components Influencing 
the Deterioration of Vehicle Emission Control Systems," 
submitted by Olson Engineering, Inc. for an amount not to exceed 
$91,676, 

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 $91,676. 

pts 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81- 6 
as passed by the Air Resources Boa d. 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 
DATE: 

81-5-3 b. 
March 26, 

4 
981 

ITEM: Research Proposal 962-80 entitled, "A Study 
of Components I nfl uenci ng the Deterioration 
of Vehicle Emission Control Systems." 

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution 81-26, approving Research 
Proposal 962-80 for funding in an amount 
not to exceed $91,676. 

SUMMARY; The objective of this study is to identify the 
critical emission control parameters which in­
fluence in-use vehicle emissions. This is to 
be accomplished by a more detailed investigatio 
of twenty ARB surveillance test vehicles that 
are found to emit excessive emissions due to 
unidentified or uncertain causes. The componen 
specified by the ARB will be calibrated and re­
placed if found to be out of specification. 
Based on the vehicle examination and literature 
study, the investigator is to make recorrmendati 
regarding certification durability requirements 
and identify important parameters for emission 
surveillance and vehicle inspection programs. 

s 

ns 

A proposal submitted by Systems Control, Inc. w s 
previously recommended by the Research Screenin 
Committee and approved for funding by the Board in 
Resolution 81-7 dated January 30, 1981. SCI 
subsequently requested additional funding duet 
a misunderstanding concerning the scope of work 
As a result, the competing proposals were re­
evaluated by the Research Screening Committee at 
its March 20 meeting. After careful considerat on 
and discussion, the Committee decided to withdr w 
their prior recommendation of SCI and to recomm nd 
to the Board the proposal submitted by Olson 
Engineering, Inc. for funding. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-27 

March 26, 1981 

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 SecUons 39700 
through 39705; 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 931-77 entitled 
''Changes in Lung Function and Chronic Exposure to Oxidants'' has been 
submitted to the Air Resources Board by the University of California at. 
Los Angeles ($200,000) and the American Lung Association of Los Angeles 
($200,000} for a total of $400,000; and 

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

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has·reviewed and recommends fo~ 
funding: 

Proposal Number 931-77 entitled "Changes in Lung Function and Chron~c 
Exposure to Oxidants" submitted by the University of California at 
Los Angeles and the American Lung Association of Los Angeles for ani 

! 

amount not to exceed $400,000; I 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant toi 
! 

the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby ! 

accepts the recorrmendation of the Research Screening Committee and approres
the following: I 

' 

Proposal Number 931-77 entitled "Changes in Lung Function and Chronlic 
Exposure to Oxidants" submitted by the University of California at I 

Los Angeles and the American Lung Association of Los Angeles for anj 
1amount not to exceed $400,000, 
I 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminilstrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $400,000. 

I certify that the above is_a tru~ 
! 

and correct copy of Resol ut1 on 8lj-27 
as passed by the Air Resoucces Biard. 

~~ ISall~ 1 

BOARD SECRETARY 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 b 1 15 
DATE: March 26, 1981 

Research Proposal No. 931-77 entitled "Changes 
in- Lung Function and Chronic Exposure to Oxidan s". 

Adopt Resolution 81-27 approving Research PropoJal 
No. 931-77 for funding in an amount not to exce d 
$400,000. 

There is a widely perceived need for informatio 
on how long-tenn, even lifelong, exposure to ai 
pollution affects the health of urban dwellers. 
Studies to help address this need are difficult 
to design, organize, perform and interpret, and it 
is difficult to attract funds for support, owin to 
the complicated and long-term nature of study ,
protocols. 

Measurements of pulmonary function parameters o fer 
the potential of greater sensitivity in early 1 
detection of effects of chronic exposures, but are 
expensive requiring active recruitment, testingJ 
and follow~up of large numbers of subjects. Ini 
such studies, lifestyle, occupation, and commun1ty 
pollution factors can be obtained in the coursej 
of a study and then accounted for ,in the anal ys ls. 
The preferred type of protocol is referred to al' a 
longitudinal study. 

The longitudinal design is preferable in that t;e 
parameters to be studied are obtained from the same 

1individual, by means of retests, over a period 1f 
years. 

This procedure a11 ows careful control and studyl
accounting for commonly confounding variables. Few 
studies of this type have been done in the Unit d 
States due to cost factors, complexity, and the 
effort required. ! 

This proposal requests funds for the continuatiqn 
and completion of an on-going longitudinal pulmdnary 
function study. Funding is to be derived in partt 
from this agency and in major part from EPA. ' 

The initial phase of the study, previously call d 
"CORD", was funded by the National Institute of 
Environmental Health Science to evaluate how 



deterioration of lung function might differ amo~g . 
four carefully chosen census tracts from four . . 
widely separated South.ern California _cities. Te areas______ _ 

1were chosen to determine how various pollutant 1 

exposures might be related to chronic obstructi!e 
respiratory disease (CORD). Lancaster was chos n 
to represent a low pollution city. The other c ties 
chosen, which experience differing combinations of 
oxidant and/or other pollutants were Burbank, Llng
Beach and Glendora. Approximately 15,000 subje ts 
were recruited for the baseline studies. These 
were completed about 5 years ago. Complete l if style 
information, residence location and medical infor­
mation was collected on these subjects. I 

Complete pulmonary function characterization wa~ 
also done on the subjects employing an elaborat~ 
mobile testing. laboratory, the Breathmobile. T~e 
3,000-4,000 subjects for each city were taken f~om 
a single census tract near a SCAQMD air moni tor11lng 
station in or adjacent to that city. 

The study team retested residents from Burbank snd 
Lancaster after a 5-year interval from the baselline 
tests. The next steps, proposed here, require l

I 

retest of the Long Beach subjects first, follow d 
by Glendora, the highest oxidant city in the st dy. 
This protocol would complete the or,iginally sch duled 
field work and encompasses analysis of all data 
collected over the entire study. 

This is a critically important study, the only 
study now under way that can hope to provide da a 
on chronic exposure to photochemical smog. Its± 
scale is well beyond what the ARB research prog am 
is able to support alone. For it to be stopped hen 
the field work is 75 percent complete, as nearly' 
happened, is an unacceptable alternative, in our 
view. Any new study would have to start at ground 
zero and would require another decade to complet~. 
In summary, ARB's contribution in addition to EPA's 
funds, will allow completion of study that is I 

potentially of great use to both the Board and EPA 
in considering the adequacy of current standards! for 
photochemical oxidant and ozone. 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-28 

11ay _4_._J 981_ 

~IHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 1032-83 entitled, "A Field 
Study of the Impact of Transport from the South Coast Air Basin on Ozone 
Levels in the Southeast Desert Air Basin , has been submitted by 
Meteorology Research, Inc. ($124,993} with a contribution from the 
California Institute of Technology ($124,965) to the Air Resources Board 
for a total amount not to exceed $249,958; and 

1-JHEREAS, the Research staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal; 

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

Proposal Number 1032-83 entitled, "A Field Study of the Impact of . 
Transport from the South Coast Air Basin on Ozone Levels in the 
Southeast Desert Air Basin", submitted by Meteorology Research, In • 
($124,993) with a contribution from the California Institute of 
Technology ($124,965) to the Air Resources Board for a total 
amount not to exceed $249,958; and 

WHEREAS, the Research staff and the Research Screening Committee recor.ime ded 
that separate contracts be awarded to Meteorology Research, Inc. and the 
participating contractor in order to minimize the cost to the State, 

I 

NOH, 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 appro es 
the following: , 

Proposal Number 1032-83 entitled, "A Field Study of the Impact of 
Transport from the South Coast Air Basin on Ozone Levels in the 
Souteast Desert Air Basin", submitted by Meteorology Research, Ind 
($124,993) with a contribution from the California Institute of 
Technology {$124,965) to the Air Resources Board for a total 
amount not to exceed $249,958; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED; that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini trative 
procedure.s and execute a11 necessary docur:ients and contracts i ndivi dual lf 1-1i th 
each of the contractors for the research effort proposed in a total ar.10 nt not 
to exceed $249,958 for both contracts. 

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

sai~~ 
BOARD SECRETARY 
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ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of.California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO.: Mail Ballo 
DATE: Maf,f~-1_28~ -

Research Proposal No. 1032-83 entitled, "A Field 
Study of the Impact of Transport from the South 
Coast Air Basin on Ozone Levels in the Southeast 
Desert Air Basin". 

Adopt Resolution 81-28 approving Research Proposal 
No. 1032-83 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$249,958. 

Pollution from the South Coast Air Basin is transpo ~ed 
to both the High Desert and the Low Desert through 
mountain passes and over the ridge line of the San 
Garbriel and San Bernardino Mountains. This is 
substantiated by visual observations of smog cloud 
movement, by analyses of daily wind patterns, and 
by contaminants measured at desert receptor areas. 

In this study, small amounts of inert chemical trac r 
gas will be released at selected points in the Sout 
Coast Air Basin and the Southeast Desert Air Basin. 
Air samples will be collected throughout the downwi d 
receptor areas of the Southeast Desert Air Basin an 
along the mountain slopes and passes ringing the 
Basin and based on the tracer gas concentrations 
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 per it 
the achievement of the ambient air quality standard 
for ozone in the adjacent receptor areas downwind o 
the South Coast Air Basin. 

I 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-29 

Maren 26, 1981 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an effect ve 
research program in conjunction with its efforts to combat air pollution, I 

pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 through 39705; and • 

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 963-80 entitled, "Componenti 
Influencing the Deterioration of Vehicle Emission Control Systems 11 was 
submitted by Systems Control, Inc. to the Air Resources Board; and 

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

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee reviewed and recommended this 
proposal for funding; and 

WHEREAS, the Air Reso.. urces Board pursuant to tne a. uthori. ty granted by Hea1th 
and Safety Code Section 39703, accepted the recommendation of the Researc 
Screening Committee and adopted Resolution 81-7 dated January 30, 1981 
approving the following: 1 

Proposal Number 963-80 entitled "Components Influencing the Deterior '­
tion of Vehicle Emission Control Systems" submitted by Systems Contr 1, 
Inc. for an amount not to exceed $84,982. 

WHEREAS, subsequently Systems Control, Inc. requested additional funding f 
$13,461 because of a misunderstanding of the scope of work; and 

WHEREAS, competing proposals have been reevaluated by the Research Screening
Committee; and 

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed the various propos ls. 
and recommends another proposal for funding; and 

WHEREAS, Systems Control, Inc. has been advised of the new recommendation; and 

WHEREAS, a contract had not been entered into between the Air Resources Board 
and Systems Control, Inc. for performance of Proposal 963-80. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board res.ci.nd 
Resolution 81-7. 

https://res.ci.nd


State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM: 81-5-3 b.17 
DATE: March 26, 1981 

ITEM: Research Proposal 963-80 entitled, "A Study of Compone ts 
Influencing the Deterioration of Vehicle Emission Cont ol 
Systems." 

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution 81-29, rescinding Resolution 81-7, whfch 
approved Proposal 963-80 for funding in an amount not o 
exceed $84,982. 

! 

SUMMARY: This proposal, submitted by Systems Control, Inc., wasf 
previously recommended by the Research Screening Commi tee 
and approved for funding by the Board in Resolution 81 7 
dated January 31, 1981. SCI subsequently requested 
additional funding, apparently because of a misunderstanding 
concerning the scope of work. As a resul t,__the compet'· ng 
proposals were re-evaluated by staff and by the Resear h 
Screening Committee. After careful consideration and __ 
discussion, the RSC decided to withdrav/their prior 
recommendation of SCI and select the proposal submHte by 
Olson Engineering, Inc. for recommendation to the Air 
Resources Board. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

~esolution 81-30 

March 26, 1981 

WHEREAS, Marjorie Evans served as a member of the Air Resources Board wi h 

distinction from October 1976 through January 1981; 

WHEREAS, Marjorie's keen judgment and high ideal of public service ha 

contributed greatly to the work of the Board; 

WHEREAS. her commitment to clean and healthy air caused her to take a Jc- d 

rok in developing the Board's sulfur dioxide and sulfate ambient air quality standar s 

and resolving a regulatory impasse that had impeded geothermal development; 

WHEREAS, she demonstrated lier special concern for the well-being of Northe n 

Californians by leading the Board into a successful campaign for the continuation of r ii 
commuter snvicc on th,; San Francisco Peninsula as a means to reduce auto use; 

11'1/ER.EAS, she worked vigorously and persistently to foster mutual respect a 

t111tkrstamling bdwecn business and community leaders and the members and staff 

th,; Air Resources BoarJ; and 

WllERJ;;AS, her broad understanding of scientific research and administrative la 

provided vital assistance in the development of California's air pollution regulatory progra 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board exten 

its dccpcst apprei.:iation to Marjorie Evans, and expresses its thanks for her contributi n 

to California's political and kchno1o.oical progress toward clean air. 
7 /' 

. I ,' 

/l , / )/;,,. .··'//,;'
( 'I~ ,1 •,.1::.' ;'; :--,'~,// ' / 'I\ , .<t ;'/' 

. · Mary D. Nichois, Chaim•<)lllOII 

1 

/ // . ~ ·-;?\·-:( :-1--:-/-: , ) // ,() ,/(.,. J ,., ✓ .,, {. •. ,,,,,,'/IL l'!,/'. 

\ 

Juefn(·s (,'. /.{'u{l,c'fS, Member Claire T, Dedrick. Mcm/Jcr 
/ 

c 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-33 

May 21, 1981 
Agenda Item No: 81-1 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board ("Board") and the Environmental Protectio 
Agency have established health-based ambient air quality standards for 
oxidant and ozone, respectively, and for particulate matter, and the Board 
has established standards for visibility reducing particles, and these 
standards are frequently violated 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 act as necessary to execute the powers and duties granted to and 
imposed upon the Board and to assist the air pollution control districts; 

WHEREAS, the Suggested Control Measure for the Control of Emissions of 
Photochemically Reactive Organic Compounds from Seals on Pumps and 
Compressors in Rgfineries.was developed by the staffs of the Board 
and the South Coast Air Quality Management District, and reviewed and 
approved by a technical review group consisting of representatives of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, the Air Resources Board, the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District, the South Coast Air Quality Manage­
ment District, 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 have 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 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 emissions of photochemically reactive organic compounds from 
seals on pumps and compressors in petroleum refineries contribute 
to concentrations of oxidant and ozone and of photochemically generat d 
particulate matter in excess of state and national ambient air 
quality standards in several of the State's air basins; 

That the inspection of seals and seal flush systems and the reduction 
of leakage to a standard of 10,000 parts per million hexane equivalen, 
as determined by a prescribed inspection technique, is reasonably
available control technology; 
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That technology to inspect seals and seal flush systems on refinery 
pumps and compressors in a safe manner is available; 

That technology by which the 10,000 ppm performance standard can 
be met is available and cost-effective; 

That in isolated cases, some seals may not be capable of meeting 
the 10,000 ppm standard with currently available technology and 
should be allowed exemptions until 1987, by which time the Board 
believes adequate technology or substitution of equipment to meet 
the standard will be developed; 

That no adverse environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
Suggested Control Measure have been identified and no potentially
significant adverse environmental effects are likely to result 
from the adoption and implementation of the proposed Suggested
Control Measure. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board approves the Suggested Control 
Measure for the Control of Emissions of Photochemically Reactive Organic 
Compounds from Seals on Pumps and Compressors in Refineries as set forth in 
Attachment A to this Resolution with the additions described below. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall prepare language 
for appropriate exemptions from this Suggested Control Measure or reduced 
inspection requirements for pumps in heavy liquid service which are shown 
to have insignificant emissions and for reciprocating and vertical in-line 
pumps and submit that language for consideration by the Technical Review 
Group. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that, as an alternative to Section III.B. of the 
attached measure, local air pollution control districts may consider adopting 
as Section III.B. a provision substantially as follows: 

B. The operator shall file with the Air Pollution Control Officer 
and, except for unscheduled shutdowns, shall comply with a schedule 
for the inspections required by Section III.A. The schedule shall 
identify the dates by which inspections shall be completed on each 
device subject to this rule. The plan may be revised by the operator.
Any revisions shall be effective upon filing with the Air Pollution 
Control Officer. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that, after review of the revised language by the 
Technical Review Group, the Executive Officer shall forward the Suggested 
Control Measure to districts which need reductions in photochemically
reactive organic compound 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 similar 
measure at least as effective as the Suggested Control Measure. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Reso l ut1on 81-:-3 , 
as adopted by the Air Resources Boa d. 
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Attachment A 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

SUGGESTED CONTROL MEASURE FOR THE CONTROL OF EMISSIONS 
OF PHOTOCHEMICALLY REACTIVE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS FROM SEALS ON PUMPS 

AND COMPRESSORS IN REFINERIES 

I. SCOPE 

A. This rule applies to emissions of photochemically reactive or­

ganic compounds from seals o~ pumps and compressors and seal fluid 

systems in petroleum refineries. · 

B. This rule shall not apply to pur.:ips handling residual on from 

an atmospheric pressure crude oil still or to other oils with higher 

boiling temperature ranges. 

II. DEFINITIONS 

background: the registration on a hydrocarbon analyzer sampling at least 

one meter upwind from a device which is to be inspected. 

device: a process pump or compressor which handles a photochemically 

reacti_ve organic fluid, or a seal _fluid system. 

leak: a gaseous emission which is from a device and wh·ich causes a 

hydrocarbon analyzer used in accordance with section V to register over 

10.000 ppm, as hexane. above background. 

parts per million (ppm) as hexane: the registration on a hydrocarbon 

analyzer when the ·analyzer is used in accordance with section V. 

photochemically reactive organic compound: any compound containing at 

least one atom of carbon, except: methane, carbon monoxide, carbon dioxtde, 

carbonic acid, metallic carbides,and carbonates. / 

photochemically reactive oroanic fluid: a fluid (liquid or gas) contain~ng 

one or more photochemically reactiv~ organic compounds. I 

i 
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process pump: a pump equipped with a driver which has a power rating 

larger than one horsepower. 

seal fluid system: a system which circulates a fluid through or between 

seals on process pumps or compressors. 

working dax: any day except Saturdays, Sundays, and employee holidays. 

III. REQUIREMENTS FOR INSPECTIONS OF DEVICES. 

..
• ·A. The operator of a device shall inspect each seal on that device in 

a~cordance with section Vat least once during each calendar quarter •. 

Operator inspections shall commence during the first calendar quarter. . 

following adoption of this rule. 

B. · The Air Pollu.tion Control Officer shall be notified of the date of 

inspection of each device at least 30 days in advance of·that date.·e· 
··•. 

C~ All ~evices with leaks present during the scheduled inspection shall 

be tagged or marked to be easily identifiable in the field. 

D. Any leak found by the Air Pollution Control Officer within five 

working days after the date described in subsection III B shall not 

exceed a registration of 75,000 ppm as hexane on a hydrocarbon analyze 
I 

unless the device was tagged or marked as having a leak per subsection 

III C. Any leak so found shall.be subject to Section IV of this rule. 

E. The operator of a process pump which handles a photochemically 

reactive organic fluid shall observe the seal cmce every week. The oper tor 

shall inspect ~n accordance with section V any seal from which liquid is 

emerging. 

I ! 

.. .. .... 

https://shall.be
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IV. REQUIREMENTS FOR LEAK ELIMINATION 

A. Except as provided by sub-sections IV 8 and IV C, whenever a leak is 

detected by any person, the operator ot°the leaking device shall foll w 

the procedures set forth in sub-section IV A l. or IV A 2., whichever applies. 

l. If the device has a designated spare, or if existing piping allows 

a portable spare device to be put into service without disrupting ser 1ice, 
. I 

the leaking device shall be shut down withih two working days; and, i 

necessary to stop leakage, isolated by valves. If the spare is put i to 

service, it shall be tested within one working day of its startup for 

seal leakage in accordance with section V. If.the spare.also has a 1 ak, 

neither the original device nor the spare shall be used after 15 working 

days from the original detection of a leak unless the leak has been eliminated. 

2. If there is no desigriated spare device and no piping to.allo 

the use of a portab1e spare, the leak sha11 be e1imi nated within five 

working days after startup after the next process unit shutdown which 

allows shutdown of the device, but in no case later than one year from 

the date of the original leak detection. 

B. Procedures set forth in sub-sections IV A I. and IV A 2. shall not 

be required until December 31, 1986, for any pump which has a leak 

which causes a hydrocarbon analyzer registration less than 75,000 ppm 

as hexane and which is equipped with double seals or tandem seals and .. . . 

an externally-supplied inter-seal flush operated in a manner deemed 

__ by the Air Pollution Control Officer to minimize the leak. 



l . c. The procedures set forth in sub-sections IV A 1. and IV A 2. 

shall not be required for any device for which the operator demonstrat s 

to the satisfaction of the Air P.ollution Control Officer either: / 

1. that without the contribution to a hydrocarbon analyzer 

registration of ethane and/or any compound which is not a photo­

chemically reactive organic compound, the registration would be less 

than 10,000 ppm as hexane, or 

2. that the device emits less than 0.4_pound of photochemicanv 

. reactive organic compounds per hour. 

D. The provisions of this section IV shall become effective on 

July 1, 1983. 

V. INSPECTION PROCEDURES 

A.· An instrument used for inspecting seals for leaks shall respond 

·according to the mass concentration of hydrocarbon compounds in air. 

It shall inspire sample gas at the rate of one liter per minute and 

shall be calibrated by sampling a reservoir of a known· concentra·tion 

of one hydrocarbon compound in air at atmospheric pressure. The 

hydrocarbon compound shall be either hexane at the approximate 

concentration 19,000 ppm by volume or another hydrocarbon at the 

concentration which would yield the same registration on that 

·instrument as would 10,000 ppm hexane. However, a compound other 

than hexane may be used only if the instrument manufacturer has 

certified the response to hexane relative to the response to the 

other compound .. 



,, 

B. Sampling of a seal shall be perfonned one centimeter from the·ou 

end of the shaft/seal interface. 

C. Sampling of' a vent shall be perfonned in the plane of the vent 

opening at the centroid. 

o. The following modifications shall be made as necessary to make 

sampling of emissions from devices feasible and safe. 

1. Holes shall be cut in safety guards or. screens blocking 

access to the sample point,"or 

2. a permanent sampling tube of at least 3/16 inch inside 

diameter shall be installed one centimeter from the outer end of 

the shaft/seal interface. The downsteeam end of the sampling 

tube shall couple with 1/4-inch tubing. 

YI. RECORDING REQUIREMENTS 

The operator of d.evices or seal fluid systems shall maintain 

records enabling the Air Pollution Control Officer to identify 

all leaking devices and non-complying fluid systems and to . ' 

determine the dates of discovery and the schedules for leak 

reductions. The records shall be kept for a length of time specifie 

by the Air Pollution Control Officer. 

VII. SCHEDULE OF COMPLIANCE 

Within six months following adoption of this rule, the operator of 

devices shall make available to the Air Pollution Control Officer a 

er· 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Meeting to Consider a Suggested Control Measure for 
the Control of Emissions of Photochemically Reactive 
Organic Compounds from Seals on Pumps and Compressors 
in Refineries 

Agenda Item No. 81-10-2 

Public Hearing Date: May 21. 1981 

Response Date: May 21, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Corrunent: No significant environmental issues were identified at the 
hearing or by the staff. 

Response: N/A 

Certified, ~~ 
Boarcisecre ry ~ 

Date: . f/4~/f,J 



• State of California 

Memorandum 

~ Huey D. Johnson Dote : April 6, 1981 
Secretary 
Resources Agency Subject, Filing of Notice 

Decision of the 
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 co111Tients raised during the comment period. 

~,,j:JAJ.r~(W
Sally Rortip 11 
Board Secretary 

attachments: 
Resolution 81-33 

Off. RECEIVED BY 
ice of the Sec:rlltll) 

AUG 21 1981 
ttesources Agency of California 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution No. 81-34 

April 23, 1981 

Agenda Item No: 81-7-1 

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

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39801 requires the Board to administer 
pursuant to Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 39800) Part 2, Division 26, of th , 
Health and Safety Code, the Air Pollution Control Subvention Program with sue~ 
funds as may be appropriated to it for the purposes of said Chapter; I 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39800 through 39811 establish th~ 
framework and requirements of the Air Pollution Subvention Program; I 

WHEREAS, the Board has previously adopted regulations implementing th~ 
subvention program in Sections 90100 through 90500 of Title 17, Californil 
Administrative Code; 

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 1473 (Statutes 1980, Ch. 176) effective January 1, 1981, 
amended Health and Safety Code Section 39806 to delete the requirements that i 
order for a district to receive subvention funds it must be "actively and effectively"! 
engaged in a program to reduce air pollution, and to provide for the establishment ofl 
criteria for the evaluation of local air pollution district programs; , 
WHEREAS, Section 90115 of Title 17, California Administrative Code provides fo 
classification of districts by category pursuant to Section 90 l 00(e), adoption of 
program objectives ("evaluation criteria") appropriate for such categories, and1 
annual consideration of revisions to the classifications and criteria; 

I 

WHEREAS, ARB staff have cooperated with district staff and the California Ai~ 
Pollution Control Officers Association in preparing recommended evaluation criteri~ 
for the 1981-82 fiscal year; I 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and ARB regulations require' 
that an activity not be adopted as proposed where significant adverse environmental 
impacts have been identified and feasible alternative and/or mitigation measures 
which would substantially reduce these impacts exist; 
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WHEREAS, the Board finds that it is necessary to amend various provisions in 
Sections 90100 through 90500, Title 17, California Administrative Code to (j
conform the regulations to the provisions of AB 1473, particularly by eliminatin 
references to an "active and effective" local district program and changing the ter 
"program objective" to "evaluation criteria"; (2) assure timely payments to th 
districts, by providing for a "disbursement request" for earlier payment of funds; (3 
eliminate unnecessary paperwork by eliminating the requirements for submittal o~ 
interim reports; (4) make various minor technical changes; and (5) to establistj 
evaluation criteria and classifications for the 1981-82 fiscal year; i 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the regulations set forth in attachments A, B, and 9 
would have no significant adverse environmental impacts and, therefore, n9 
alternatives and/or mitigation measures are required; and ! 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been held ii') 
accordance with the provisions of Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340)! 
Part 1, Division 3, Title 2 of the Government Code; I 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends itJ 
regulations in Subchapter 3, Chapter 1, Part III, Title 17, California Administrativ~ 
Code (Sections 90100 through 90500) as set forth in Attachment B hereto; I 

- BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board adopts "District Subventio 
Categories" as set forth in Attachment A hereto; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board adopts the "Evaluation Criteria for Ai 
Pollution Control Districts Participating in the Subvention Program", as set forth i[1 
Attachment C hereto; and j 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board directs the Executive Officer i 
cooperation with the California Air Pollution Control Officers' Association td 
establish a joint committee to recommend refinements of the subvention evaluation. 
criteria and program evaluation procedures; such recommendations shall bd 
considered by the Board for incorporation into the subvention regulations beginnin~ 
fiscal year 1982-83. I 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 81-34 as 
adopted by the Air Resources Board. I 



ATTACHMENT A 

DISTRICT SUBVENTION CATEGORIES 

ADOPTEQ: APRIL 23, 1981 

CATEGORY I 

Large Urban 

SCAQMD 
BAAQ\11) 
San Diego 

CATEGORY II 

SmaU Urban 

Ventura 
Fresno 
1\-tonterey 
Kern 
San Joaquin 
Santa Barbara 
Stanislaus 
Sacramento 

CATGORY III 

Rural 

Great Basin Siskiyou 
Lake San Luis Obispo 
Amador Imperial 
Calaveras Butte 
El Dorado Colusa 
Mariposa Glenn 
Nevada Sutter 
Placer Tehama 
Plumas YoJo.-Solano 
Sierra Yuba 
Tuolumne 
Del Norte 
Humboldt 

San Bernardino (SE DAB portion 
Los Angeles (SEDAB portion only) 
Kings 

i\tendocino Madera 
Nort~ern Sonoma Merced 
Trinity Tulare 
Lassen Shasta 
Modoc 



ATTACHMENT B 

Subchaoter 3. SUBVENTIONS 

Article l. GENEqAL PROVISIONS 

90·100. Definitions. {a) IIAir Basin" means a region within 

California as defined in Article l (commencing with Sect-ion 60100}, 

Subchapter l 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. 

(d) ''Basinwide ai~ pollution control plan'' m~ans the plan prepared 

and ~ubmitted by the contra l council Of each air basin, or, where one 

district includes an entire air basiri, by such district, as approved by 

the Air Resources Board pursuant to Section 41600, 41500, or 41602 of 

Health and Safety Code. 

(e)_ "Category" means a level in which a district will be classified 

for the purpose of establishing ~re~raFII ea5eet4~es evaluation criteria• 

.Criteria considered in determining the classification of· 

districts will include: urban or rural nature of the district, 

oooulation, 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''; 

(2) "Small urban distric_t"; 

(3) "Rural district". 

(f) "Control Council" means a basinwide air pollution control 

council established pursuant to Section 40900 of the Health and Safety 

Code. 
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ill "Disbursement Request" means a document, submitted in a format 

approved by the Executive Officer, which may be submitted orior to the 

s·ubvention application by the district and \•1hich contains the information 

required in a subvention application except for an approved budget for 

the vear· for which the subvention· is· approverl. 

(.!:lt lJ2.l "District" means a county air pollution control district, 

regionaT·air pollution control district, unified air pollution control 

district, the Bay Area Air PeHl:jt4eR 6eRtioei 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. 

''Dollars budgeted'' mea~s monies derived from revenue 

sources within a disttict for use in the district's air pollution control 

program as shown in the district's adopted budget and subvention 
. ,." 

application. 

fH(j) "Executive Officer" means the Executive Officer of the Air 

Resources Board. 

fHill ''Fiscal year" means the 12-month period from July l of one 

year through June 30 of the following year. 

'"Implementation program" means·a district's program to 

implement the basinwide air pollution control plan. 

''Quarter'' means any three month p~riod endlng March 31, 

June- 30, September 30, or December 31. 

ffl1-tJ2!l "Quorum" means 

(l) 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 resolutlon to abide by the actions of 

such a quorum; such resolutions may specify that such actions must be 

unanimous. 
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"SB 90 population data" means population data, as of 

January l of the· fiscal year preceding the subvention year, comoi led by 

the Department of Finance in como l i ance with Section 2227 of the Revenue 

and Taxation Code. 

"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. 

"Subvention application" means an application received or 
.., 

postmarked between May l of the prec~ding subvention year and 

September 30. A complete subvention application shall be based on the 

district's budget and program as adopted by the district's air pollution 

control board and shall include a copy of the approved budget. The 

amount of subvention requested in an application sha11 be based on SB 90 

population data. 

feitl..!:l "Subvention year" me.ans the f i seal year for which a 

subvention is to apply. 

90110. Types of Subventions. (a) "Coordinated subvention" means 

subvention authorized by Section 39802 of the Health and Safety Code; 

such a subvention may be granted to a district participating in a coordi 

nated basinwide program as described in Section 90120 of these regula-, 

tions. A coordinated subvention ·may be granted to a qualifying district 

on a_rnatching fund basis up to one subvention dollar ($1) for each one 

dollar ($1) budgeted by the district; The amount of a coordinated sub­

ventinn shall not be less than eighteen thousand dollar~ ($18,000) for 

any district, if the district provides the. required matching funds and 
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insofar-- as adequate funds are available. and shall not exceed the amount . 

authorized by Section 39802 of the Health and Safety Code unless that 

.amount is increased by the ExecuUve Officer on 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" meci'ns 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 an individual subvention shall not be less than 

twelve thousand dollars ($12,000) for any district, if that district 

provides the required matching fund, and shall not exceed the amount 

author1 zed by Section 39803 of the Hea1th and Safety Code, un 1ess that 

amount is increased by the °Executive Officer on behalf of the. Board after 

receiving written approval of the greater amount from the Di rector of 

Finance pursuant to Section 39805 of the Health and Safety Code. 

(c) "Special subvention" means a subvention authoriz2d by Section 

39804 of the Health and Safety Code; such a subvention may be granted to 

a district participating in a coordinated basim-dde program as. described 

in Section 90120 of these regulations and lying in an air basin whose 

population 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_qreater than the amount specified in Section 39804 of the Health 

and Safety Code. · If the 54g,ggg funding limit specif1ed in Section 

of the Health and Safety Code is increased pursuant to Sect1on 39805 of 

the Health and Safety Code, the local per capita funds.budgeted by the 
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9istrict 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 betw~en the 

maximum amount authorized by Section:.'39804 of the Health and Safety Code 

un 1ess that amount is increased by the Executive Officer on 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 oopulation. The sum of the special subven­

tions to be granted to the districts in an air basin shall be prorated 

according to population among the districts in the air basin; 

(d) "Supplemental subvention" means a subvention authorized by 

Section 39810 of the Health and Safety Code; a di strict may receive a 

supplemental sub~ention on a matching fund basis of up to one subventi~n 

dollar ($1) for each one dollar ($1) budqeted 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 sup­

plemental subvention. A supplemental subvention shall not be approved 

for af1y district which has not, for the same fiscal year, been granted a 

coordinated, individual,_ or 5pecial subvention. 

90115. P¥'9§¥'am Qe~eeHves Evaluation Criteria. The Board slial l 

classify districts by category pursuant to Section 90100(e) of this 

subchapter..:. The ARB staff shall develop in cooperation with. the 

districts and the Board shall adopt tW9§¥'am ee;:jeeHves a13i,rei,ff4ate fel" 

effeet4ve J9¥'6§!"am J9H¥'5HaAt te Seet4ef JgggG ef tRe ~ea4tR aAs Safety Ge~~ 
I 

evaluation criteria for each cateqory which are appropriate to determin~,
I 

in accordance with Section 39806 of the Health and Safety Code, whether 
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districts are engaqed in the reduction of air contaminants pursuant to 

the basinwide air pollution control plan and related implementation 

programs. Following cooperation between ARB and district staff in 

proposinq recommendation2_, the Board shall hold a public hearing annually 

in the.first quarter of the calendar year to consider revisions of the 

district classifications and 13i=e§Fu_FR ee;'ieeH"les evaluati?n criter1 ".,· 

district classifications are set forth in the Air Resources Board's 

''District Subvention Categories'' adopted on Aoril 23, 1981. The 

evaluation criteria are set forth in the Air Resources Board's 

''Evaluation Criteria for Air Pollution Control Districts Participatinq in 

the Subvention Program" adopted on April 23, l98l. 

90120. Coordinated Basinwide Program. A district satisfying 

eithel"' of the following conditions will be considered to be participatin 

in a coordinated basinwide program, provided that when a district lies i 

more than one air basin, only the portion( s) of the· d_istrict which sat is 

fies either of these conditions shall be considered to be participa~ing 

in such- a proqram. 

(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 requitements: 

(l) The rules and regulat~ons except for administrative proc 

dures are uniform among all distri~{s and are consistent with the ap­

proved nonattainment plan for each districtJs area. For any air basin 
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where the control council has determined that equivalent rules and regu­

lations throughout the entire air basin are not necessary for uniformity; 

the 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 regula­

tions which. effect the same degree of control. In establishing such 

zones, the control council shall consider topography, meteorology, popu­

lation 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 ~ir basin consisting 

solely of districts in the rural category may establish an equivalent 

procedure for basinwide consideration of policy matters and shall meet 

within 30 days after it ·has been requested to meet by the Executive 

Offic-er 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 basinwi 
., 

resources and ensures that all districts in the air basin will maintain 

aA aet4-Ye aAs effeeH,.ie 2. program satisfying the applicable evaluation 

criteria ~~e§~a~ ee1eet4¥e5; 

https://effeeH,.ie
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{B) Interdistrict coprdination of activities including 

enforcement; air monitoring; engineering; and, if required by the State 

Implementation Plan, traffic and land use planning; and 

( C) Imp 1emerit at ion of the St ate Air Po 11 ut ion Emergency 

Plan, where applicable. 

Article 2. APPLICATION PROCEDURES 

90200. (a) Subvention Application. An application for subventi 

shai l be submitted to the Executive Officer on forms approved by the 

Executive Officer, with a.resolution or minute order from the district' 

air pollution control board authorizing ~uch application. 

(l) A subvention application shall include a description of tHe 

di strict' s adopted budget and program. aRel U1e 13l'"e§l'"aill ee;§eeH¥es· -aele13tJe 
' 

I 
I 

( 2) Estimates of the subvention to which the di strict is ' 
' 

- entitled shall be based on SB 90 population data. 

(3) The Executive Officer shall approve or disapprove all 

complete applications by November _15. Approval shall only be granted 

insofar as funds are available. 

(4) In the event that the total subventions requested exceed 

the total allocation that is availab4e, the Executive Officer shall 

prorate the funds available among all the districts. 

(5) A district submitting a subvention application for a 

coordinated or a special subvention shall, when such a district is in 

air basin comprising two or more districts, submit a copy of its 

application to the control council. 
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(b) An ap·olication for a supplemental subvention sha11 contain the 

followinq information: 

(1) The proposed expenditures related to the supplemental 

subvention; if application is made at the time the district is applying 

for its regular subvention, wh4eh the proposed expenditures 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 exoected to result; 

and 

(3) The length of time required to complete the 1vork proposed, 

and the total cost of the project. 

90208. Accomplishing Objectives. If a district receiving a 

subvention determines that it will-be unable to accomplish the appl"icabl 

e~~eet4~es evaluation criteria adopted pursuant to Section 9011~ the 

district shall so notify the Executive Officer in 1vriting wi_thin 30 days 

after it makes such determination. 

90210. Application Revision. A district may revise or amend its 

application at any time prior to June 30 of the subvention year. 

Article 3. APPLICATION PROCESSING 

90300. Notification of Receipt of Application. The Executive 

Officer shall -acknowledge receipt of all subvention applicatfons, 

includ1ng revisions, within 30 days. 
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90310. Factors to he Considered in the Review of Aoplications for 

Coordinated, Individual, and Special Subventions. The primary factor to 

be consi~ered in the review of an application for a coordinated, indivi­

dual, or special subvention is the district's aH.a4R.,,eRt ef operation of 

~ program meeting the applicable eejeet4ve5 evaluation criteria adopted 

pursuant to Section 90115. 

Factors to be Considered in the Review of Aoplications for90320. 

Supplemental Subventions. An application for a supplemental subvention 

will be evaluated and ranked according to priority by the Executive 

Officer_ Supplemental subventions will be awarded, insofar as funds are . 

available, for those proposals having the highest priorities. 

90330. Application Disapproval. (a) A district's. application 

a coordinated, individual, or special subvention may be disapproved by 
. . . ·~ 

the Executive Officer if after consulting with the distri~t it is found 

that: 

(l) The district does not propose a program sufficient to meet 

the applicable ee~eet4ves evaluation criteria adopted.pursuant to Secti 

90115; or 

(2'.) The district.is not operatinq a program sufficient to. 

atta4R meet the applicable eajeet4ves evaluation criteria adopted 

purs~ant to Section 90115. 

(b} If an application is disapproved, the Executive Officer shall 

state the reason(s) in 1,iriting to the district vlithin 15 days of the 

disapproval. 

https://district.is
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(c) Districts may appeal Executive Officer action taken oursuant to 

this section in accordance with Section 90500. 

(d) The Executive Officer shall not approve an application for a si,esr•it 

coordinated subvention unless the joint powers agreement or other enforce-I 

able agreement required pursuant to Section 90120(b) (3) has been received.! 
! 

903_60. Disbursement of Funds. Each subvention is to-be disbursed. 

in accordance with the followinq: 

(a) Upon annual appropriatioi:i by the Legislature, the Ex·ecutive 

Officer shall request the State Controller to disburse one half (l/2) of 

the appropriate subvention as estimated by the Executive Officer. 

f13t 94stF4ets stass4F4es as e4tReF sate§SFY t SF eate§SFY ~ 

s4stF4ets HA~eF Sest4sA 99tQQfvt sl=!at+r sy JaA1:1aFy +§, ~J tl=!e s1:113veRt4en 

yeai"; 5Hl3ffi4t aR 4RteF4A-l l"ej:lsFt esveF4R§ tl=1e 13ei"4es :l=FeA-1 d1:1ty + tAl"SH§A 

NeveffiseF 3Q sf tl=!e s1:1sveRt4sR yeaF aRs sy AH§Hst +§, ie++ew+R§ tl=!e 

yea!'. 

ill Districts ·which are unable to submit a complete subvention ap­

plication to the ARB by June 30 of a given year may submit a disbursement 

reqLlest by June 30 of the same year. Upon approval of the Executive 

Officer, he or she shall request disbursement as described in Section 

90360(a). 

(c) Districts e+ass4hes as eate§eFy-3 El4stF4ets shall submit by 

August 15 following the subvention yea~a final report cov~rinq the 

subvention yepr. 
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(d)-: Six months after Legislative appropriatio~t~e ~*ee~~iYe QJJ4eeP 

ARB shall request ihe State Controller to disburse the remainder of the 

approve~ subvention unless, after review of the district's program, the 

Executive Officer finds that the district is not enga~ed in a _program- to 

mee_t the applicable ela!jeet4ves evaluation criteria adopted pursuant to 

-Section 90115, for reasons that are not expected to be easily resolved, 

and invokes the provisions of Article 4 of this Subchapter. 

(e) All subvention funds.not expended or encumbered by the district 

during the subvention year shall be returned to the Air Resources Board 
•• ,1r,. 

and such funds shall revert to the State General Fund. 

(f) A county district shall maintain a separate account for 

receipts, expenditures, and funding of the district in accordance with 

accounting procedures acceptable to the State Controller's Office. 

Artie le 4. WITHHOLDING ~ND 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 money5 

granted are not being expended substantially in accordance with the 

application on which the subvention was based, or that the district is 

not engaged in a program to aHa4A meet the applicable eejee:l:4¥e-s 

evaluation criteria adopted pursuant to Section 90115, the Executive 

Officer may,after hearing,take any or all of the following actions: 



----
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( l) 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) Brinq a leqal action aqainst the district to recover monies 

a1sbursed 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. 

(c) Action by the Executive Officer to withhold, recover, or reduce 

funds pursuant to this section are subject to the provisions of Article 5 

of this subchapter. 

90410. Board Operation of District Air Pollution Control 

Proqrams. (a) The Executive Officer may utilize monies which have been 

subvened or would otherwise be subvened to a district, and such other 

monies as may be available, to carry out a district's air oollution 

contra l program· or any segment of such a program. Such action may be 

initiated: 

(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 the district is not 

engaged in a program to meet the applicable ee;jeeHve evaluation crit 

adopted pursuant to Section 90115. 

( b) If the Board has performed services for a district, funds to 

defray _the cost of such services may be deducted from subsequent 

disbursement of the district's subvention. 
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(c) If sufficient subvention funds are not available to cover the 

cost of such services, the di strict may be billed for such services. In 

no event shall the charge fbr such services exceed the district's 

approved subvention. 

Article 5. APPEALS 

90500. Appeal Procedures. (a) Revie1v of any decision of the 

Executive Offiter made pursuant to the provisions of this Subchapter may 

be requested by filing a petition with the Board within thirty (30) days 

cf the date uoon which the di strict was notified of such- decision. 

(b) The Board shall hold a public hearing at its first regularly 

scheduled Board meeting at least 60 days after receiving a petition as 

provided for by 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 forty-five (45) 

days before such a public hearing. 

(d) The Executive Officer, district-representatives, and any 

inte~sted persons may comment on the district's appeal at such a public 

hearing. 



ATTACHMENT C 

EV ..\LU1\ TION CRITERIA FOR AIR POLLlJTJON 
CO\JTROL DISTRICTS PARTICIPA1ING IN THE SUBVf.NTION PROGRAM 

.ADOPTED: APRrL. 23, 1981 

BASIC AND DETAILED ELE~.\ENTSl 

I 

Evaluation criteria for emission inventory elements have two optiobs 
available to the Districts. Evaluation Criterion A (l) was developdd 
through the Emissions Inventory Technical Advisory Committee. a~ 

1 

d 
Evaluation Criterion A (2) is similar to last year's program objective • 
For FY l 9S 1-82, Districts may choose either criteria under which .o 
operate .their emission inventory programs. Whichever criteria t~e 
District selects, the District ·:1all operate an emissions inventory und r 
that element for the entire year. 

EVALUATION CRITERION A(I) EMISSION INVENTORY 
B1\S!C ELEMENTS: · 

l. ..\ssist the State in fulfilling federal requirements for emission data and iln 
maintaining a current, accurate, comprehensive inventory of all pollutan s 
subject to state or federal regulation. 

2. Update the District's point source inventory2 to reflect those significa 
emission changes which: 

a) Contribute to reasonable further progress (RFP) toward attainment 
ambient air quality standards; I 

b) Document District activities to reassess emissions from point sources 
(such as source inspections, engineering evaluations, or source tests); I 

c) Are required by 40 CFR 51.321; 
d) Result from any point source starting or ceasing operation; 
e) Result from a change in activity occurring at a facility (for example, 

change from one-shlft to two-shift operation or a change in energ 
consumption); 

f) Result from a rule change or permit condition. 

I 

Basic Elements apply to all Districts. Detailed Elements apply to Large Urba~ 
and Smc;Jl Urban Districts only unless otherwise noted. I 

2 Tile point source inventory includes data for all focilities that emit more tha~ 
25 tons per year of TSP, TOG, Sox, or NOx; 250 tc:-is per year of CO; or 5 ton~ 
pe~ year of lead. Individual emission points within a facility are tc. be identifie~ 
se?arately if they emit more than 25 tons per year of lead. Smaller emissiol~ 
pornts may be aggregated within a source category (e.g., same sourc 
classification code.) 



r 

Updated information to repres-.,1t calendar year 1981 shall be provided to ARB by 
1:V\ay l, J982. 1 

l 
1 

I, 

Turnaround documents for updating point source data, simib.r to those developed tlor 
the 1979 inventory, will be available for District use. Districts operating their own 
data systems may submit 1981 update data in EIS/P&R format or in any aJternati!,,e 
format that the ARB and the District mutually agree upon. . 

DETAILED ELEMENT · 

Assist the State to update area source emission estimates to reflect emissions ·n 
1981 for area source categories where estimated emissions changed from pripr 
estimates by either 100 tons per year or 0.5% of the county-wide emissions for ea'fh 
pollutant. The changes may result from: 1 

1 

l) New controls implemented 
II 

2) New or better District information. 

Updated data and documentation shall be provided to the ARB by June l, 19:2. 
I 

Alternative criteria may be used provided ARB agrees they are adequate f9r 
fulfilling the inventory update goals. One alternative that is acceptable is to upda~e 
area source emission estimates for source categories whose emissions exceed eith 
l 00 tons per year or one percent of the county-wide emissions for each pollutant. 

Turnaround documents for updating area source data will be available for Distri 
use. 

SPECIAL APPLICATION: 

This detailed element also applies to those rural Districts within nonattainme t 
areas. 

EVALUATION CRITERION A(2) - EMISSION INVENTORY I 

BASIC ELE:V!E NTS: f 
!. Assist the state in fulfilling federal requirements for emission data and i 

mai_ntaining a current, accurate! comprehensive inventory of all pollutant 
subJeCt to state or federal regulat10n. · 

1 

I 

2. Review and update inventory data for all facilities within the District•i 
jurisdiction that emit more than 25 tons per year of TSP, TOG, SOx, or NO~; 
250 tons per year of CO; or 5 tons per year of lead. Individual emission sour::e$ 
within the facility shall be separately identified if they emit more than 25 ton~ 
per year of TSP, TOG, SOx, or NOx; 250 tons per year of CO; or 5 tons per yea~ 
of lead. Smaller sources at a facility may be aggregated within 4 



I 

source category (e.g., same Source Classification Code). Updated informati n 
to reoresent calendar year 1981 shall be provided to the _ARB by May l, 1982. 

a) emissions from the facility change from the most recently submitted d;ol,a 
by more than 5% and by more than 5 tons per year; or 

b) separatE.:y identified sources have a change in status (e.g., change l~n 
compliance; begin or cease operation). 

DE.TAILED ELEMENT: 

Assist the state in the update of area source emission estimates to reflect emissiofs 
for 1981 where emissions in a category have changed by more than 5% and by mo e 
than 5 tons per year as a result of: 

a) controls implemented in 1981; or 

b) availability of better District information. 
I 

Updated data and documentation for District estimates should be provided ~o 
the ARB by June 1, 1982. I 

All data shall be provided in a format acceptable to the ARB after consultation wit 
the District. Turn-around documents for updating point source data, similar t 
those developed for the 1979 inventory, will be available for District use. 

SPECIAL .1\PPLICA TION: 

This detailed element also applies to those rural Districts within the nonattainmen 
areas. 

EVALUATION CRITERION B- STATIONARY SOURCE CONTROLS 

DETAILED ELEMENTS: 

l. For rules required by the 1979 NAP, track the development of suggested contra 
measures so that public hearings can be scheduled for the District to consider 
adoption of rules to implement such measures without duplicating the wor* 
done to develop the measures. · \ 

2. Within 120 days after the ARB has transmitted to the District a suggeste~ 
control measure with a request that the District consider it for adoption, hold a 
public hearing to consider adoption of those rules which are required either t1 
attain a National Ambient Air Quality Standard or as part of an SIP revision. 



SPECIAL APPLICATION: I 

Detailed Element l also applies to the £_ ollowing rural Districts:_ El Dorado_, Imperqi.1, 
Kings, Los Angeles, Madera, Merced, Placer, San Bernardino, San Luis Obisr:jo, 
Tulare, and Yolo-Solano. I 

I 

Detailed Element 2 also applies to the following rural Districts: El Dorado, Kin1s, 
Los Angeles, Madera, Merced, Placer, San Bernardino, Tulare, and Yolo-Solano. -

3. (For Districts in air basins having control councils and covered by l and/or ), 
the District will take action as may be necessary to ensure that the Contrpl 
Council has had an opportunity to consider rules covered by Detailed Elements l 
and 2 so that the Council's position can be considered at the District's publk 
hearings. I 

4. During the 1981-82 fiscal year, inspect bulk plants once and terminals located ~n 
the District at least twice, and during the 1981-82 fiscal year the Distri-ct will 
observe bulk drops equivalent to 5% of the total number (or an alternati e 
which is acceptable to ARB) of Stage I installations on underground stora e 
tanks once on a :tndom selection basis. I 

5. Duri, the 1981-82 fiscal year, the District will inspect all stations whete 
compt<iints indicate some sort of malfunction, reinspect those stations whe~e 
malfunctions or ooor maintenance were detected, a:nd other stations on a 
random basis. The total number of inspections shall equal at least 25% of t e 
station population for the District. 

SPECIAL APPLICATION: 

Detailed Element 1./. ,nplies to the following rural Districts: Kings, Madera, Merce_, 
Placer, San Luis Obispo, Tulare, and Yolo-Solano. I 

Detailed Element 5 applies to the following rural Districts: Kings, Madera, Mercei 
Tulare, and Yolo-Solano. It does not apply to the Small Urban Monterey Bay Unifi 
APCD. 

I 

EVALUATION CRITERION C - AIR QUALITY MONITORING 

BASIC ELEMENTS: 

1. Districts that operate any station designated by the ARB as a proposed Stat 
and Local Air Monitoring Station (SLAMS) shall have an air monitoring progra _ 
plan which includes procedures and time tables for implementing federal 
monitoring, quaiity assurance, and data reporting regulations (f./.0 CFR Part 51 
May JO, 1979). 

, 

1 



., 

2. Submit to the ARB monthly for aJI air monitoring sites at which air monitori g 
has been conducted for a consecutive period of three months or longer, i 
gaseous, tape sampled pc ticulate (AISI), and high volume sampled tot l 
suspended particulate matter air monitoring data either: (l) on forms prescrib d 
by the ARB witr: • n 21 days after the end of the month in which the data w i e 
collected, or (?.) on computer magnetic tape or key punch cards with comput r 
printout sheets within 4-5 days after the end of the month in a format a:pprovJd 
bv the ARB. "Variable" and "Method" codes, and site identification codes shalll 
c~nform to the ARB's latest codes. Notwithstanding the foregoing, submit ~o 
the ARB data for lead, sulfate, and nitrate, and for organic analyses of high 
volume filters within 4-5 days after the end. of each month in which the da :a 
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 surveillan 
operations conducted within the District's Jurisdiction by parties other than t 
District or the ARB. This information should include the name and .address 
the oarty or parties conducting such monitoring and the nature of t' e 
monitorin~ project. 

DEL\ILED 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 pla , 
meet all federal requirements for a "reporting organization" as defined in 4 
CFR Part 58, and submit to the ARB and the EPA quarterly and annual repor s 
for precision and accuracy estimates for all ambient air quality data. 

2. Participate in the ARB's performance audit program for selected pollutants ct 
selected _si_te.s. ?uch ~udits shall_ be_ schedul~d with _Di~trict ~o~~urrence t[ 
assure mrn1mal d1srupt1on of the District's ongoing momtonng act1v1t1es. 

Conduct an annual review of SLAMS, National Air Monitoring Station (NAMS , 
and Special Purpose Monitoring (SP.vl) monitoring programs and, with AR 
concurrence, make the necessary changes to the SLA,'v!S monitoring progra 
(including site upgrade or relocation) to meet the ongoing monitorin 
requirements of the SIP. 

SPECIAL APPLICATION: 

Detailed elements 4 and 5 apply only to those smalJ urban and rural Districts tha 
operate air monitoring analyzers and samplers. , 

I 

4. Conduct all activities, including collocated high-volume sami:iing, bi-week~' 
precision tests, as are necessary and required to determine and report individu I 
analyzer and sampler precision estimates, and agency precision estimates fo 
each criteria pollutant measured under the SLAMS/NAMS network. Prepart 
and sujmi t to the ARB quarterly and annual reports for data precision. 



5. Participate in the ~ARB's performance audit program at all District-oper ted 
SLAMS and NPu\:1S. 

EVALUA"i'ION CRITERION D - ATTAINMENT PLANNING 

BASIC ELEMENTS: 

Participate in the development, adoption, and implementation of air quality pl ns 
required to achieve and maintain state and federal ambient air quality standards. 

DETAILED ELEMENTS: 

1. Complete those technical work products necessary for an approvable 1982 N P 
(i.e., emission inventory and projections, air quality analyses, air quallity 
monitoring, stationary and area source control measures). 

2. Work with the appropriate local and state agencies to develop 
coordinative mechanisms (e.g., MOUs, resolutions) necessary to insure 
development, adoption, and implementation of an approvable 1982 NAP. 

3. Submit (or work with the NAP lead agency to submit) to ARB by July!, 1982 
second annual report on NAP implementation of maintenance of Reasona le 
Further Progress. 

EVALUATION CRITERION E - PREVENTION OF ::iGN!FICANT DETERJORAT!<), 1 

BASIC ELEMENT: 

Consider adoption of the New Source Review/Prevention of Significa
1 

t 
Deterioration (NSR/PSD) rule being joint!': developed by ARB and CAPCOA as a 
Suggested Control Measure. 

EVALUATION CRITERION F - California Environmental 
REVIE\VS 

BASIC ELEMENT: 

Review and comment upon the air quality impacts of proposed major private a d 
public projects in accordance with the (CEQA) to the extent resources are c.. vailab e 
to the District. 

DETAILED ELEMENTS: 

In cooperation with ARB staff: 

1. Continue to investigate simplication of the process for preparing arr qualit 
impact analysis in CEQA statements; 

11 



2. Review for and urge consistency between proposed project and adopted NAP; nd 

3. Recommend and urge emissions and air quality mitigation when needed. 

EV-\LUATION CRITERION G - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT/PARTICIPATION 

BASIC ELE'.1-1ENT: 

Encourage and provide for public involveme1 .)artidpation in develop;:.; and 
implementing District policies and programs. 

DET.-\ILED ELEMENTS: 

1. Solicit active public involvement in the development of rules and regu!atiJns 
and in the development, adoption, and implementation of the NAP. I 

2. Establish and/or maintain a program to inform citizens of the extent and nat~re 
of the air pollution problem in the District. I 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Amendments to Title 17, California 
Administrative Code, Regarding the Air Resources Board's Subvention 
Program and to Adopt Local District Program Objectives and Classi­
fications for the 1S81-82 Fiscal Year. 

Public Hearing Date: April 23, 1981 

Response Date: April 23, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comments: No comments were received identifying any environmental issues 
pertaining to this item. The staff report also identified no 
adverse environmental issues. 

Response: N/A 

CERTIFIED: ~~-y.:,1loard5ecfitay~, '. 

Date, r) 
RECEIVED BY 

Office of the s..cr.,tary 

JUN 2 ~ 1981 

Resources Agency of California 



~ State of California 

Memorandum 

Huey D. Johnson Date June 22, 1981 
Secretary 
Resources Agency Subject: Filing of Noti e of 

Decision of th Air 
Resources Boar' 

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. 

,,,, 
$- - I 

.--~ _,_ct ,_.., 

'- ""u_~:;,.,,(_//i..i.t.r;XA_</,..)
,;,?. • 

Sally Rump" 
BOARD SECRETARY 

att. Res. 81-11 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of the S"aetary 

Resources A9ency al California 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-35 

April 23, 1981 

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, a solicited research Proposal Number 1027-82 entitled, "A 
Characterization of Hazardous and Toxic Waste Materials Disposed of 
in California," has been submitted by the 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 1027-82 entitled, "A Characterization of Hazardous 
and Toxic Waste Materials Disposed of i-n California," submitted by thl 
Science Applications, Inc. for an amount not to exceed $199,903. 

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: 

! 

j 

I 

Proposal Number 1027-82 entitled, ''A Characterization of Hazardous an~ 
Toxic Waste Materials Disposed of in California," submitted by the Sdence 
Applications, Inc. for an amount not to exceed $199,903. 

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 $199,903. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-35 
as passed by the Air Resources Board •. 

Sally Rump 
BOARD SECR TARY 
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ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO.: 81-6-3b1 
DATE: April 22 1981 

Research Proposal No. 1027-82 entitled, ''A Characterization 
of Hazardous and Toxic Waste Materials Disposed of in I 

California". I 

I 

Adopt Resolution 81-35 approving Research Proposal I 

No. 1027-82 for funding in an amount not to exceed $199~903. 

Disposal of hazardous and toxic waste materials, whethe 
at the site where they are generated or at a centralize 
facility, creates a potential for the release of air 
pollutants. In California, as assessment of the 
environmental impact of these pollutants is hampered by 
a lack of reliable data on the nature, source and quanti y 
of these wastes. Accordingly, the staff, in consultatio 
-with representatives of the Water Resources Control Boar~, 
the Solid Waste Mana9ement Board, the Department of Water 
Resources and Health,Services and the Office of Appropriate 
Technology, prepared a Request for Proposals for a studyl to 
provide necessary data. The information to be produced by 

1the study will be used bv all of these aqencies, __ _ 

The objectives of this research proposal are to ide-ntif) and 
quantify the toxic and hazardous waste materials generat d 
in California (90 percent of the generated wastes are 
disposed of on-site); to verify by limited chemical test·ng 
the nature of these waste materials; to identify the pot ntial 
for airborne emissions from these wastes and estimate 
possible health effects on exposed population; and to ev 
the present and potential disposal methods for these was 
with emphasis toward on-site disposal; 

The Contractor will identify generator sources and quant 
waste materials using information culled from a number o 
data bases; relate waste by industry types according to 
Standard Industrial Classification Codes (SICs) and indu 
processes by Source Classification Codes (SCCs); estimat 
the potential contribution of individual waste stream to 
pollution; relate toxicity of airborne emissions to TLV 
dards; and rank the toxic materials according to dosage 
required to produce harmful health effects. This scale 
be based on EPA's Multimedia Environmental Goals publica ion 
which gives estimated permissible concentrations of pollutants 
for continuous exposure. The Contractor will also sampl 
four or five Scites for confirmatory analysis, taking both 
surface samples and air samples (upwind and downwind) to 
determine the concentrations of toxic materials, backgrou d 
concentrations, and the effect of atmospheric transport. 
The Contractor wi 11 perform detailed studies of present a d 
future disposal methods. 

The Research Screening Committee approved the Request for 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-36 

April 23, 1981 

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, a solicited research Proposal Number 1002-81(R) entitled 
"Characterization and Impact of Electronic Automotive Emission Control 
Systems," has been submitted by Systems Control, Inc. to the Air Resources 
Board; and 

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

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

Proposal Number 1002-81(R) entitled, "Characteristics and Impact of 
Electronic Automotive Emission Control Systems," submitted by System 
Control, Inc. for an amount not to exceed $119,288~ 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board under the po 
and authority granted by the Health and Safety Code, Section 39703, hereb 
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approv s 
the following proposal: 

Proposal Number 1002-81{R) entitled, ''Characteristics and Impact of 
Electronic Automotive Emission Control Systems," submitted by System 
Control, Inc. for an amount not to exceed $119,288. 

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 $119,288. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-36 
as passed by the Air Resources Board 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 81-6-3b2 
DATE: April 22, 981 

Research Proposal 1002-81 (R) entitled 
''Characteristics and Impact of Electronic 
Automotive Emission Control Systems". 

Adopt Resolution 81-36, approving Research 
Proposal 1002-81 (R) for funding in an amount 
not to exceed $119,288. 

The regulation of fuel economy and exhatJst emissions has 
prompted automobile manufacturers to develop incre sed 
precision in engine control. As a result, mechani al 
means of controlling engine parameters are being 
replaced by electronic control systems (ECS). Thee 
systems provide interactive control of various engine 
operating functions by the use of a microprocessor and 
a network of sensors and actuators. In some cases, a 
malfunction in these systems does not result in a otice­
able degradation of vehicle performance but does r sult 
in increased emissions. For example, should a par icu­
lar sensor fail, the software will bypass the inop rative 
element by substituting one or more fixed values. Drive­
ability will be maintained, but the loss of feedback 
signal may cause a significant increase in emissions. 
However, the driver would have indi~ation of the ne d to 
seek corrective action. 

The increasing complexity of automotive engine electronics 
raises serious questions concerning the capability of 
the automotive service industry to diagnose and co rect 
electronic malfunctions. Future vehicle inspection! and 
maintenance programs will need to take such limita ions 
into account. Relatively simple additions to or modifi­
cations of ECSs might allow checking of the ECS system 
itself, including assorted sensors, thus simplifying the 
vehicle inspection process. 

The first objective of this proposal is to quantify the 
impact of malfunction of the ECS upon emissions, fuel 
economy and driveability. This will be accomplished 
by testing the effect of up to ten induced malfunctions 
on each of ten 1980 or 1981 model-year vehicles. 

The second objective is to assess the capability of the 
service industry to diagnose and correct malfunctions 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-37 

April 23, 1981 

WHEREAS, pursuant to.Health and Safety Code Section 39606, the Air Resourcel
1 

Board (Board) has established a statewide ambient air quality standard for 
hydrogen sulfide (H2S); 

WHEREAS, emissions of H2S associated with geothermal development have degra ed 
air quality in the Geysers Known Geothermal Resources Area {KGRA) and have 
caused the state ambient air quality standard for H2s to be exceeded; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39003, 39500, and 41500 authorize 
the Board to coordinate, encourage, and review efforts to attain and mainta n 
state ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, .the Lake County and Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control 
Districts have adopted or are considering amendments to their rules and reg -
lations which will reduce H2S emissions from new and existing geothermal 
operations in the Geysers; 

WHEREAS, on April 22 and 23, 1981, the Board held a duly noticed public mee ing 
to hear comments concerning the staff's proposed suggested control measure 
for the control of hydrogen sulfide emissions from geothermal operations in 
the Geysers KGRA; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that in order to permit the development of the Geysers 
KGRA to its full electrical generating potential and at the same time improve 
air quality in the Geysers KGRA so as to achieve and maintain the state H2S 
standard, reductions in H2S emissions from existing geothermal operations . 
as well as the application of state-of-the-art advanced control technology 
on new geothermal operations will be necessary; 

WHEREAS,the technology for reducing H2S emissions from existing and new geo­
thermal power plants and stacking to the emission levels set forth in the 
proposed suggested control measure is technically feasible and economically
achievable; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the air quality impacts of geothermal operatio s 
may be more severe in areas near the operations and that the districts may 
find that requirements more stringent than those in the proposed suggested 
control measure are necessary and appropriate for geothermal operations clos 
to populated areas; 
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WHEREAS, the Board finds that the slight potential decrease in total electr1cal 
generating capacity in the Geysers by the power required to operate H2S control 
systems is not significant when compared to total generating capacity, and , 
that the op·e·ration of advanced H2S control systems will significantly improle
air quality at the Geysers; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that if the H2S emissions from new and existing ge -
thermal operations in the Geysers are reduced, the total amount of solid wa$te 
potentially generated from the operation of H2S control systems or geothermj'l 
operations in the Geysers is not expected to increase and may decrease; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that power plant operators and steam suppliers in 
the Geysers area are undertaking research projects to improve existing H2S 
control systems and to develop new, efficient and cost-effective H2S control 
systems; 

WHEREAS, an adequate ambient air quality monitoring network does not now 
exist and should be established in the Geysers to assess H?S emissions from 
new and existing geothermal operations and to take into ac~ount the complex 
terrain and meteorological conditions in the Geysers; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that a proposed action may not be adopted as proposed if mitigation 
measures or alternatives exist which would substantially reduce any signific nt 
adverse environmental effects of the proposed action, and further require th t 
the Board respond in writing to significant environmental issues raised; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the environmental issues associated with the 
concepts contained in the staff's suggested control measure have been adequa ely 
addressed and the Board concurs in the staff's findings that no significant 
adverse environmental effects are likely to result from the adoption and 
implementation of those concepts. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that: 

l. The Air Resources Board approves the following concepts as necessary to 
control H2S emissions from geothermal operations at the Geysers: 

(a) for new power plants at the Geysers, an HS emission limit of 
5 pounds/hour, 50 gr/GMW/hr, 5 pounds per millfon pounds of steam or 
equivalent as proposed by the staff and the Air Pollution Control Offices 
of Northern Sonoma County and Lake County Air Pollution Control District; 

(b) for existing power plants, H2S emissions limits as set forth in 
Appendix A, Table I of the Suggested Control Measure For The Control Of 
Hydrogen Sulfide Emissions From Geothermal Operations at the Geysers
Known Geothermal Resources Area, Staff Report No. 81-6-1, dated April 22 
1981, and as proposed by the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Contro 
Officer; 
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(c) for stacking from new and existing geothennal power plants, an HS 
emission limit which approximates the H?S emission limit for power pl&nts 
and shall be achieved within the shorte~t practicable time after the power 
plant outage, as proposed by the staff and the Air Pollution Control Of icers 
of Northern Sonoma County and Lake County Air Pollution Control Distric s; 

(d) appropriate er. iteria for more stringent H2S emission limits applic ble 
to new geothermal operations located close to populated areas or close 
to other geothermal operations analogous to the proposal of,the Lake Co nty
Air Pollution Control Officer. 

2. The Board directs the Executive Officer to forward this resolution to 
I 

I 

the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District and Lake Coun y 
Air Pollution Control District for their consideration and direct the 
staff to support the districts' efforts to adopt regulations consistent 
within the findings of this resolution; 

3. The Board also directs the Executive Officer to forward this resolution 
and the proposed suggested control measure to the Geothermal Policy Co 
of the California Air Pollution Control Officers' Association for their 
consideration; 

4. In view of the current research and development projects of power plant 
operators and steam suppliers on H?S emissions control systems, the Boa 
recommends that the Lake County Air Pollution Control District and the 
Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District, or the Air Resou 
Board at the request of either district, hold a public meeting in 1985 
to review H2S control system improvements, air quality data, and the ne 
for additional control of H2S emissions in the Geysers; 

ittee 

5. The Board directs the Executive Officer to work with and provide assistance 
to the local air pollution control districts in the Geysers area to desilgn 
and establish a comprehensive network to monitor H2S in the Geysers; 

6. If, within 120 days from the date of adoption of this resolution, the 
Lake County Air Pollution Control District and the Northern Sonoma County 
Air Pollution Control District have not adopted provisions for the cont ~l 
of H?S emissions from geothermal operations in the Geysers which are at 
least as effective as the concepts outlined in this resolution, the 
Executive Officer shall schedule a public hearing to consider adopting 
for these districts appropriate rules to control H2S emissions from 
geothermal operations at the Geysers. 

I certify that the above is a true and ' 

correct copy of Resolution 81-37 as 
adopted by the Air Resources Board. 



PROPOSED 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

April 22, 1981 

APPENDIX :A 
! 

SUGGESTED CONTROL MEASURE FOR THE CONTROL OF HYDROGEN SULFIDE EMISSIONS 
FROM GEOTHERMAL OPERATIONS AT THE GEYSERS KNOWN GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES AREA 

I. Applicability 

This rule shall apply to hydrogen sulfide emissions in the Geyser 

Known Geothermal Resources Area from existing geothermal power plants, 

new geothermal power plants, and stacking. 

For the purposes of this rule, power plants which receive a 

permit to construct from an Air Pollution Control District or a 

certificate from the California Energy Conservation and Development 

Commission on or after July 1, 1981, are deemed new power plants. 

- II. Definitions 

A. Geothermal power plant means any thermal power plant which 

uses geothermal resources as the principal energy source for the 

generation of electrical power. 

B. Gross megawatt (GMWe) means the total rated electrical 

generating capacity of a geothermal power plant as specified on 

the name plate of the turbine. 

C. Stacking means the venting of steam into the atmosphere 

during power plant shutdowns or outages, both scheduled and unschedule1.
I 

D. Dual units means two or more electrical power generating 

turbines which are located within or part of the same structure and 

which may be operated independently. 

E. Single unit means all electrical power generating turbines 

not defined as dual units. 

I 



III. Emissions Limitations 

No person shall cause or allow the discharge into the atmosphere 

of hydrogen sulfide {H2S) from new geothermal power plants, existing 

geothermal power plants, or stacking at a rate which exceeds those 

set forth in Table I of this rule. 

IV. Exemption from New Source Review Rule 

H s emissions from new geothermal power plants, including stacking,
2 

which comply with the emissions limitations specified in Section III 

of this rule shall be exempt from those sections of the district's new 

source review rule which require offsets, best available control 

technology, and air quality impact analyses. 

V. Operatina Protocol 

Each permit to operate shall include an operating protocol which 

specifies the manner in which the power plant and related facilities 

will be operated to meet the emissions limitations set forth in 

Table I of this rule. 

A. General Requirements 

1. Each operating protocol shall include a requirement thct a 

log be kept indicating for each power plant outage the date, the 

duration, and the estimated amount of H2s emissions. This log 

shall be made available, upon request, to the district or the 

Air Resources Board. 
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of hydrogen sulfide (H2S) from new geothermal power plants, existing 

geothermal power plants, or stacking at a rate which exceeds those 

set forth in Table I of this rule. 

IV. Exemption from New Source Review Rule 

H2S emissions from new geothermal power plants, including stacking, 

which comply with the emissions limitations specified ia Section III 

of this rule shall be exempt from those sections of the district's new 

source review rule which require offsets, best available control 

technolog~ and air quality impact analyses. 

v. Operating Protocol 

Each permit to operate shall include an operating protocol which 

specifies the manner in which the power plant and related facilities 

will be operated to meet the emissions limitations set forth in 

Table I of this rule. 

A. General Requirements 

l. Each operating protocol shall include a requirement that a 

log be kept indicating for each power plant outage the date, the 
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Exi-.sti·;;· Ge. o.. ~h.ermal Po·w·er P..lan.t~1· .. s. tac..kingt . I New Geothermal Power PlantsEffec 1 ve 1 • · 

Date [ Less than ' 50 GMWe or 
1 50 GMWe greater 

July 1, 1981 50 grams/ five (5) pounds 
gross mega­ per hour or 
watt-hour 40 grams/gross 

megawatt-hour, 
whichever is 
greater 

July 1, 1985 i five (5) pounds 
per hour 

I 
w 
I 

July 1, 1990 

ofrect Contact 
Condenser 

Units 3,4, & 11: 
90% reduction of 
the HzS in the 
incoming steam to 
each unit. 
Units 5,6, & 12: 
200 rrams/gross
megawatt-hour for 
each unit. 

Units l &2: 50% 
reduction of the 
H2S in th~ incom­
ing steam to each 
unit. 
Units 3,4,5,6,7, 
8,9,10, 11, &12: 
200 grams/gross 

, megawatt-hour for 
each unit. 

. s·urface . ·-· -New·-· I Existing 
Condenser jPower Pl ants l Power Plants 

' 1--· -·-·- --- ---- ...,_.
I I 

j Same emis-
' sions limit­
i ati ons as 
: power plant,
i at a11 times 

Units 13, 14, i Same emissions limit­
15,17 & NCPA ations as the power 
#2: 50. grams/ I plant, within two 
gross mega- j hours of the outage 
watt-hour I i

' 

I 

1----- -·-····- -j 

Units l & 2: 50% ! 
reduction of the 
incoming steam to 
each unit. 
Units 3,4,5,6,7, 
8,9,10,11, & 12: 
l 00 grams/gross . 
megawatt-hour for, 
each unit. 

Table I 



2. The operating protocol for each power plant shall specify 

the frequency and method of source tests, the frequency and method 

of sampling the H2S concentration in the incoming steam, the 

predicted relationship between hydrogen sulfide emissions and 

chemical feed rates, the location of the record of all source 

tests, and a requirement that source tests will be performed with 

the power plant operating at a minimum of 80 percent of rated 

capacity. 

3. The operating protocol for stacking emissions controls shall 

specify the steam flow rates, chemical feed rates, and all other 

parameters which determine the degree of H2S control. 

B. Procedures 

1. New Facilities: Each applicant for a permit to operate 

for a new power plant shall submit an operating protocol. The 

steam supplier for a new power plant shall submit an operating 

protocol for stacking emissions from facilities it operates. 

2. Existing Facilities: Each operator of an existing power 

plant shall submit an operating protocol for each unit, including 

all facilities operated by the same person, to the Air Pollution 

Control Officer within 60 days after the adoption of this rule. 

The steam supplier for each existing power plant shall submit 

an operating protocol for stacking emissions from all facilities 

it operates within 60 days after the adoption of this rule. The 

Air Po11 ution Contra l Officer sha11 approve, disapprove, or 

modify the operating protocols. 

-4-
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plant shall submit an operating protocol for each unit, including 
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The steam supplier for each existing power plant shall submit 

an operating protocol for stacking emissions from all facilities 

it operates within 60 days after the adoption of this rule. The 

Air Pollution Control Officer shall approve, disapprove, or 

modify the operating protocols. 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

ltem: Public: Meeting to Consider Suggested Control Measure for the Control 1f 
Hydrogen Sulfide Emissions front Geothennal Operations at the Geysers 
Known Geothermal Resources Ana. 

Agenda Item Ho: 81-6-1 

Public Meeting Date: April 22. 1981 

Response Date: Apri 1 22. 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Conment: No conments were received identifying any significant enviromental 
issues pertaining to this item. The staff report identifie<i no 
adverse environmental effects. 

Response: N/A 

CERTIFI£D: 

Date: 

1 



State of California 

Memorandum 

Date :Huey D. Johnson May 28, 1981 
Secretary 

Subject:Resources Agency Filing of Notice of 
1416 9th Street Decision of the Air 

. Resources Bo ht 

M'Offl Air Resowces Baard 

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 comnents raised during the comment period. 

A~Sally Rump
Board Secretary 

Attachments
;,Ja l I Will H II 'rtim:J 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-38 
I 

'May 4, 1981 
I 

I 

WHEREAS, on September 12, 1979, the Air Resources Board (the "Board") adopte~
Resolution 79-68 which amended Rule 210. l (Standard for Authority to ' 

Construct) of the Kern County Air Pollution Control District ("KCAPCD"); 

WHEREAS, the Board in Resolution 79-68 offered preliminary guidelines as 
official policy guidance for the application of the KCAPCD's new source 
review rules to proposed major new sources of emissions; and stated that 
the Board shall review and revise the guidelines as appropriate; 

WHEREAS, the guidelines have now been in effect for over one and one half 
years; 

WHEREAS, experience and application of these guidelines indicates the guidelrtnes 
can be improved to provide the Kern County Air Pollution Control District an 
applicants with additional flexibility without adversely affecting air quali y; 

WHEREAS, Dr. Laurence Caretto, Board Vice Chairman, has met with repre­
sentatives of the Kern County Air Pollution Control District staff, 
industry and ARB staff to discuss the guidelines, and has recommended 
that they be revised, in certain particulars; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that it is appropriate to amend Guideline 6 as 
recommended by Dr. Caretto to provide for the more effective applicc1tion 
of KCAPCD's Rule 210.1; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board hereby 
amends Guideline 6 to read as follows: 

Guideline 6: 

l) "Offsets of emi ss i ans of particulate ma.tter from combustion sources 
shall be from substantially similar combustion sources. 

2) If it is infeasible for offsets from like combustion sources to be 
made, then offsets of particulate matter from other point sources 
are acceptable. 

3) Fugitive emissions should only be used for offsetting directly
emitted particulate emissions if, in the judgment of the air pollution j 

control officer, no other directly emitted particulates (or inter-
pollutant tradeoffs) are available. In cases where fugitive particulate
emissions are controlled for use as offsets, the air pollution control 
officer should consider special measures to 11ssure that these offsets 
result in an effective net air quality benefit. Among the special 
measures that the APCO should consider are: 

1 
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' 

a) A requirement that a proportion of the tradeoffs be obtained in 
a fine particle size range, in proportion to the amount of ne 
emissions in a fine particle size range. 

b) That fugitive emissions be offset at a higher ratio (e.g. 2:1). 

c) That the company obtaining offsets commit to experimental programs 
to develop cost-effective technology for improved control of 
directly emitted particulates. 

d) Any other considerations that the APCO determines will provide 
an effective present and/or future control of particulate emissions." 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that it is the Board's intent that the revision to 
the Guidelines adopted by this Resolution shall apply only to applications, 
or amended applications, for new and modified sources filed on and after 
May 4, 1981. 

I certify that the above is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 80-38, as adopted 
by the Air Resources Board 

Sal 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-39 

May 4, 1981 

A. WHEREAS, Section 39602 of the Health and Safety Code designa es 
the Air Resources Board (ARB. or Board) as the air pollution control agenc 
for all purposes set forth in federal law and designates the ARB as the st te 
agency responsible for the preparation of the State Implementation Plan (SP) 
required by the Clean Air Act (CAA); 

B. WHEREAS, the CAA as amended in 1977 mandates the revision of 
the SIP in designated nonattainment areas of the state in order to assure he 
attainment and maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards ( AAQS)
by specified deadlines; 

• C. WHEREAS, the California and Nevada portions of the Lake Taho 
Basin were designated nonattainment for carbon monoxide and oxidant under 
Section 107(b) of the CAA; 

D. WHEREAS, the ARB, pursuant to authority delegated to it byte
Governor, certified on June 7, 1978, that it would retain the lead agency 
responsibility for the preparation of the 1979 carbon monoxide and oxidant 
nonattainment plan for the California portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin; 

E. WHEREAS, on January 26, 1979, the Environmental Protection - Agency (EPA) relaxed the 0.08 ppm oxidant standard for which the Lake Taha 
Basin was in violation to a 0.12 ppm ozone standard for which the Lake Tah e 
Basin was not in violation; 

F. WHEREAS, after both the State of California and the State of 
Nevada informed the EPA that their respective portions of the Lake Tahoe B sin 

• were attaining the revised national ozone standard, the EPA on March 3, 19 1, 
redesignated the Lake Tahoe Basin from nonattainment for oxidant to attain 
ment for ozone; 

G. WHEREAS, the Lake Tahoe Basin remains a nonattainment area 
for carbon monoxide; 

H. WHEREAS, because at higher elevations humans are susceptible 
to adverse health impacts at lower concentrations of ambient carbon monoxi e, 
the ARB has established an 8-hour carbon monoxide ambient air quality stan ard 
of 6 ppm for the Lake Tahoe Air Basin which is more stringent than for the 
remainder of the state; 

I. WHEREAS, the State of Nevada has established state ambient air 
quality standards for carbon monoxide, oxidant and visibility which are id~n-
tical to California's standards for the Lake Tahoe Air Basin; • 

J. WHEREAS, the revised bi-state compact (Public Law #96-551) 
mandates the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) to develop a new Lake 
Tahoe Basin Plan incorporating the more stringent of local, state and 
federal regulations and standards; 
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W. WHEREAS, the ARB and the State of California Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) have developed air quality and water quality plans that 
are compatible and consistent; 

X. WHEREAS, the ARB and the SWRCB believe that development on 
fragile lands must be curtailed and that irreversible further damage to Lake 
Tahoe will be the inevitable consequence of delay in restricting development 
on fragile lands; 

1. NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the TRPA should be responsive 
to environmental concerns and committed to the principle of achieving clean air 
in the Lake Tahoe Basin; 

2. BE lT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the TRPA, as mandated by the 
new bi-state compact, incorporate into its comprehensive plan an air 
quality plan which provides control strategies capable of attaining 
at least the California and Nevada state standards for carbon monoxide, 
ozone, and visibility; 

3. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the TRPA is hereby requested to: 

a) demonstrate that it has the capability to influence implementing 
agencies to commit to the planning process, including cooperative commitments to 
implement transportation and land use controls necessary to achieve and maintain 
air and water quality as well as other standards for the Basin; 

b) move rapidly to prohibit development on fragile lands; 

c) take actions which demonstrate preference for public transpo ~­
ation over expanded automobile use into and within the Lake Tahoe Basin; 

d) commit to a coordinated planning approach which would result in 
California's and Nevada's joint desire and commitment to assure attainment of 

- environmental thresholds and standards in the Basin; 

4. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that if the TRPA is designated local 
lead agency for the California portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin it must have 
the authority and commitment to cause implementation of the 1979 SIP and to 
develop, implement and enforce the 1982 update by the requisite deadline; 

5. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that if the TRPA is designated local 
lead agency for the California portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin, the ARB would, 
as in the case of other nonattainment areas and as a partner in the air quality 
planning process for the California portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin, have 
principal responsibility for liaison with the EPA and for state review, 
approval, and submission to EPA of the locally adopted NAP as a SIP revision; 
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6. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that if the TRPA is designated local 
lead agency for the California portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin the ARB would 
in addition to providing certain technical assistance, maintain its statewid 
role in motor vehicle emission control programs including the development of 
in-use control measures; 

7. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that if the TRPA is designated local 
lead agency for the California portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin, the present, 
methodologies for determining carbon monoxide violations at hot spot locatiors 
shall be continued and utilized as a basis for the 1982 SIP updates; 

8. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board acknowledges that the 
Executive Officer, subsequent to receipt and review of written comments 
postmarked no later than May 12, 1981, shall take appropriate action regardi 1 g 
the request that the TRPA become the local lead agency for nonattainment air 
quality planning for the California portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

I certify that the above ·s 
a true and correct copy o 
Resolution 81-39, as adop ed 
by the Air Resources Boar 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

RESOLUTION 81-40 

April 23, 1981 

WHEREAS, the week of April 20, 1981, has been designated as "National 
Secretaries Week"; and 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has a large number of extremely competent, 
dedicated, and hard working- secretaries who handle the scheduling, typing, and meeting­
related business of the Board; and 

WHEREAS, these secretaries willingly work odd hours, often working into the 
evening and coming in early in the morning to get things done, so that the Board can operate 
in a most efficient manner, and still remain pleasant and cooperative; and 

WHEREAS, it is not possible to accomplish anything without the wonderful 
backup support the Board always gets from the secretaries; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the secretaries of the Air 
Resources Board be commended and paid special tribute to thank them for all their efforts 
on behalf of the cause of clean air; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board singles them out for public 
recognition for the outstanding job and the special contribution they have made to that 
cause; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That.the Board requests the Executive Officer 
to transmit forthwith a copy of this resolution to every secretary of the Air Resources 
Board. 



for the outstanding job and the special 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

RESOLUTION 81-40A 

April 23, 1981 

WHEREAS, the week of April 20, 1981, has been designated as "National 
Secretaries Week"; and 

WHEREAS, Sally Rump has served as Board Secretary in an absolutely superb 
fashion in managing the meetings and testimonies of the Board; and 

WHEREAS, she willingly works odd hours, often working into the evening and 
coming in early in the morning to get things done, so that the Board can operate in a most 
efficient manner, and still remain pleasant and cooperative; and 

WHEREAS, it is not possible to accomplish anything without the wonderful 
backup support the Board always gets; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Board Secretary, Sally 
Rump, be commended and paid special tribute to thank her for all her efforts on behalf of 
the cause of clean air; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board wishes to express its appreciation 

A~~ 

~.~~dJ 



ff. 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-41 

June 24, 1981 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an effecti e 
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 1029-83 entitled, "The 
Effects of Present and Potential Air Pollution on Important San Joaquin Va, ley
Crops", has been submitted by the University of California, Riverside tote 
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 1029-83 entitled, "The Effects of Present and Potenti l 
Air Pollution on Important San Joaquin Valley Crops", submitted by th 
University of California, Riverside for an amount not to exceed $66,0 4; 

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

Proposal Number 1029-83 entitled, "The Effects of Present and Potenti l 
Air Pollution on Important San Joaquin Valley Crops", submitted by th 
University of California, Riverside for an amount not to exceed $66,0 4, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administ ative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the resea ch 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $66,044. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-41 
as adopted by the Air Resources Board. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 81-ll-3b 
DATE: June 24, 981 

ITEM: Research Proposal No. 1029-83 entitled, "The Effects o 
Present and Potential Air Pollution on Important
San Joaquin Valley Crops". 

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution 81-41 approving Research Proposal
No. 1029-83 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$66,044. 

SUMMARY: Although considerable research has been conducted to 
determine the effects of air pollutants on various plat
species, the majority of this research has focused on 
either acute exposures to plants or the study of annua, 
as contrasted with perennial, crops. This study was 
undertaken in the spring of 1979 to evaluate the poten ial 
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 third year effort of what was origina ly
planned as a three-year effort. 

The major objectives of this study are to: 

0 determine whether Thompson Seedless grapes are be"ng 
damaged by existing levels of oxidant-type air 
pollution (reduction in yields and/or fruit quali 

0 determine the effects of SO and ambient, subambi 
and artificially elevated o~idant concentrations n 
alfalfa growth and quality. 

Alfalfa and Thompson Seedless grapes are being grown i 
open-top growth chambers under actual field conditions 
supplied with air containing pre-determined levels of 
pollutants. In the proposed third 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 so2 is 
added, (4) ambient air to which so? is added, (5) carb n­
filtered air to which ozone is add~d to increase ozone 
dose by 50 percent, and (6) a non-enclosed ambient plo 
to test chamber effects. For the third year of the 
Thompson Seedless grapes study, treatments will be: (1)
filtered air and (2) ambient (non-filtered) air. All 
plant responses are correlated with calculated polluti n 
dose, as well as oxidant and/or so2 concentration. 

nt, 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-42 

June 24, 1981 
Agenda I tern No.: 81- 1-2 

WHEREAS, The Air Resources Board ( "Board") pursuant to Heal th and Safety 
Code Section 39606 and the Environmental Protection Agency (the "EPA") 
under the provisions of the federal Clean Air Act have established state 
and national ambient air quality standards, respectively, including 
standards for nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, hydrocarbons, suspended 
particulate matter, oxidant and ozone; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39003, 39602, and 41500 authorize 
the Board to coordinate, encourage, and review efforts to attain and main­
tain state and national ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 and 39605 authorize the 
Board to act as necessary to execute the powers and duties granted to and 
imposed upon the Board and to provide assistance to the air pollution
control districts; 

WHEREAS, two California public utility companies have proposed to construct 
coal-fired power plants in California which would emit substantial amounts 
of nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur oxides (SOx), hydrocarbons, and particulat 
matter (TSP) to the detriment of California's air quality; 

WHEREAS, air pollution control technology is presently available to permit 
such facilities to be built to protect California air quality and to satisf 
other environmental protection requirements; 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 111 of the Clean Air Act, the EPA has establis ed 
new source performance standards (NSPS) applicable to new coal-fired power
pl ants; 

WHEREAS, Board staff has reviewed these NSPS, and the emission limitations 
contained in permits issued by EPA for power plants in other states for 
their adequacy for the protection of California air quality in view of thei 
potential applicability to coal-fired power plants proposed for California 
through EPA approvals; 

WHEREAS, the Board staff has also reviewed recent developments in air 
pollution control technology for coal-fired power plants; 

WHEREAS, the Board staff has developed draft minimum guidelines for the 
control of air contaminant emissions from new coal-fired power plants in 
California; 

WHEREAS, on June 24, 1981, the Board held a duly noticed public meeting 
to consider the staff's proposed minimum guidelines and to hear and conside 
the comments of the public and interested persons on the staff proposal; 

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that substantially lower (more stringent) levels 
of air pollutant emissions than those specified by the EPA NSPS have been a hieved 
with current technology and are necessary for the protection of air quality in 
California; 



WHEREAS, new sources, which are subject to local new source review rules 
as well as federal requirements, must apply the best available air pollution 
control technology (BACT); 

- WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That combustion process modification is a proven and commercially 
available technology for the reduction of oxides of nitrogen 
(NOx) emissions from coal-fired power plants; 

That combustion process modifications have been shown to reduce 
NOx emissions to less than 0.45 lb/106 BTU over the full load 
range; 

That the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) flue gas treatment 
technique is also a proven, commercially available NOx control 
techno1 ogy; 

That tests on specific coal types are required before the 
installation of SCR units; 

That SCR flue gas treatment systems have been demonstrated to 
reduce flue gas NOx concentrations by over 80% and as much as 
95% over the load range of 50% to 100% of full load; 

That a NOx flue gas emissions rate of 0.45 lb/106 BTU, achieved 
with combustion modification techniques, in combination with an 
SCR flue gas treatment system designed and operated for an 80% 
flue gas NOx emissions reduction, will result in a total NOx 
emissions reduction to a level of 0.09 lb/106 BTU or less over a 
load range of 50% to 100% of full load. 

That fabric filter systems (baghouses) are a commercially available 
and proven technology for the control of particulate matter emissions 
from coal-fired power plants; 

That particulate matter emission levels of 0.005 gr/ACF and lower 
have been demonstrated on commercial pulverized coal-fired units; 

That baghouses, at emission levels of 0.005 gr/ACF and less, as a 
baghouse manufacturer guaranteed maximum emission rate for a 
properly designed, engineered and maintained fabric filtration 
system, are commercially competitive with other particulate matter 
(fly ash) control technologies; 

That flue gas desulfurization (FGD) systems have achieved wide-spread 
acceptability as the primary sulfur oxide (SOx) control technology 
for coal-fired power plants; 

That a flue gas SOx emissions control level of 95% or more for coal­
fired power plants is technologically feasible, economically 
reasonable, and commercially demonstrated without coal pretreatment 
or sulfur credits, using FGD systems; 

-2-



WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that no project having significant adverse environmental impacts 
be adopted as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures are available; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has reviewed the staff's analysis of environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed guidelines and finds that no significa t 
adverse environmental impacts are likely to result from the implementation f 
the proposed minimum guidelines for the control of air contaminant emission 
from new coal-fired power plants in California. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board adopts the minimum guideline 
shown in Attachment A hereto for the control of emissions from coal-fired 
power plants in California; 

• 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board encourages local air pollution contr 1 
districts to adopt these, or more stringent, emissions control requirements 
to be applied to new coal-fired power plants on a case-by-case basis in 
addition to local new source review requirements. 

I certify that the above is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-42, as adopted
by the Air Resources Board. 

-3-



Attachment A 
to Resolution 81~42 

MINIMUM GUIDELINES FOR THE CONTROL OF 
EMISSIONS FROM COAL-FIRED POWER PLANTS 

A. MINIMUM GUIDELINES FOR NOx EMISSION CONTROL 

1. Minimum Guideline for NOx Removal 

After the date on which the initial performance test is completed, 

no owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere 

from any affected facility burning coal, any gases which contain nitrogen 

oxides (expressed as nitrogen dioxide) in excess of 0.09 pound per million 

BTU of heat input when the boiler is operated at or above 50 percent of it 

rated cap·acity and 0.45 pound per million BTU of heat input when the boile 

is operated below 50 percent of its rated capacity. 

2. Compliance 

Compliance with the minimum guidelines shall continuously be established 

by the owner or operator of the affected facility on a three-hour moving 

average using continuous emission monitoring. 

3. Continuous Emission Monitoring 

The owner or operator of a coal-fired power plant shall install, 

calibrate, maintain and operate a continuous monitoring system and record 

the data produced in the measurement of nitrogen dioxide emissions. All 

continuous nitrogen dioxide monitors shall be ·required to meet the per­

formance specifications outlined in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix 8, Perfonnance 

Specification 2. 

1. 



• B. MINIMUM GUIDELINE FOR PARTICULATE MATTER EMISSION CONTROL 

1. Minimum Guideline for Particulate Matter Removal 

After the date on which the initial performance test is completed, 

no owner or operator shall cause to be discharged out of the particulate 

matter collection device, any gases which contain particulate matter in 

excess of 0.005 grain per actual cubic foot of flue gas. 

2. Compliance 

Compliance with the minimum guidelines shall be established by the 

owner or operator of the affected facility by the average of three 3-hour 

tests by EPA Method 5, or equivalent. The owner or operator of the affect 

facility shall also install a continuous opacity monitor and conduct per­

formance tests to establish the relationship of opacity and particulate 

matter mass emission rate for the specific source over a load range up to 

the full rated capacity. 

3. Continuous Mass Rate Emission Monitoring 

While highly desirable, current state of the art monitoring techniques 

preclude recommending continuous mass rate particulate matter monitoring. 

However, continuous monitoring of particulate matter emissions is a 

developing technology,and monitors may be commercially available prior to 

the operational date of a new coal-fired power plant in California. For 

a detailed discussion of the measurement of particulate matter emissions, 

see Appendix A of staff report 81~11-2, 

d 

2. 



• 4. Opacity Monitoring 

The owner or operator of a coal-fired power plant shall install, 

calibrate, maintain, and operate a continuous opacity monitoring system, 

and record the data produced in the measurement of opacity of emissions. 

All opacity monitors shall be required to meet the performance specificati ns 

outlined in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix B, Performance Specification 1. 

C. MINIMUM GUIDELINE FOR S0 2 EMISSION CONTROL 

1. Minimum Guideline for S02 Removal 

After the date on which the initial performance test is completed, no 

owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from an 

affected facility any gases which contain S02 in excess of five percent 

(95 percent reduction) of the inlet concentration to the S02 removal devic 

when the inlet S02 concentration exceeds 300 ppm. If the inlet S02 con­

centration is equal to or less than 300 ppm, the removal efficiency may be 

relaxed as long as the outlet S02 concentration is no greater than 15 ppm. 

2. Compliance 

Compliance with the minimum guidelines shall continuously be establish d 

by the owner or operator of the affected facility on a three-hour moving 

average using continuous emission monitoring. 

3. Continuous Emission Monitoring 

The owner or operator of a coal-fired power plant shall install, 

calibrate, maintain and operate a continuous monitoring system, and record 

3. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Meeting to Consider Minimum Guidelines for the Control 
of Emissions from Coal-Fired Power Plants 

Agenda Item No.: 81-11-2 

Public Hearing Date: June 24, 1981 

Response Date: June 24, 1981 

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 environmental effects. 

Response: N/A 

CERTIFIED, ~ ~~ 
Bo!rd Secret 

Date: 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of th" s~rretary 

jLJN Z O193: 

Resources Agency of California 



--5tC:.e of California 

Memorandum 

Huey D. Johnson Date , June 30, 1981 i 

Secretary
Resources Agency Subject: Filing of Noti¢e of 

Decision of the Air 
Resources Boarr 

' 

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 co1TBT1ents raised during the comment period. 

/4k~
Sally Rump 
BOARD SECRETARY 

att. Res. 81-42 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of the S<'cretary 

JUN 3 0 1981 

Resourc:ea Agency of California 



State of Califomia 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

( 

RESOLUTION 81-43 

June 25, 1981 

WHEREAS, Vapor Recovery Task Force Chairman, Peter J. Fearey, and members, Jim! 
Campbell, Milton Feldstein, C. Robert Lupcho, Joseph A. Stuart, B. S. DiGiovanni, Ruthi 
Koehler, and Mary 'Solow, have unselfishly given their talents and time to .assist the Air, 
Resources Board in its efforts to improve the Phase II vapor recovery program; 

WHEREAS, the task force members, who represent a broad diversity of interests and 
viewpoints, have worked together promptly and effectively to produce a thorough review 
of the vapor recovery program; 

WHEREAS, the task force brought together state and local fire, weights and measures, and 
air pollution control interests and has helped improve program understanding and communi­
cation among them; 

WHEREAS, the Board intends to consider all the recommendations of the task force and 
knows the recommendations will contribute significantly to needed improvements in the 
program; and 

WHEREAS. many of the task force recommendations have already been incorporated into 
amendments to pending legislation in the California State Legislature. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED. that the Vapor Recovery Task Force be com· 
mended for its outstanding contributions to the vapor recovery program thereby making a 
significant step toward the goal of clean air in California. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be transmitted to each task 
force member with the thanks of the · Resources Board 

&:i~ 
~ 20-<..&, ;£1

Claire T. Dedrick, Membl!f' ' 

0 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

RESOLUTION 81-44 

June 25, 1981 

Francis Richard Perry devoted over thirty years to dedicated state service and. over ten 
year.i to the Air Resources Board. 

During the past seven ye1m, Mr. Perry served as a branch cru.ef responsible for engineering I 
evaluation and the state certification program for gasoline vapor reeo'lery systems. . ·} 

- . - . ·. -. . . ' ' - ' ,, ;, ' .. - ' i 

Mr. Perry made an immense contribution to the states effort to control air pollution and! 
I 

improve the health and welfare of the state citizenry. ' 

Mr. Perry was uni~rsally known by the Board, its staff, local air po 
and representatives of industry for his honesty, his decency, his sin 
to his duties. 

Mr. Perry's untimely passing on May 28, 198 I, leaves a void at the Board that will.not be 
easily filled, and Mr.. Perry will be sorely missed by his friends and colleagues at the board.; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Boa~d ~xpress~ its sorrow overthelossj', _ · 
of Mr. Perry, and further expresses its deeply felt gratitude for the many valuabl& contri-'-' 
butions Mr; Perry made to the Board's programs"' ... 

BE fl' FURTHER RESOLVED, that a memorial plaque be placed at the Stationary Source 
Control Division Testing Laboratory which will dedicate the laboratory to his memory in 
recognition of his services to the people of California. ,, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOL YED, the Board directs that a co y of this resolu . 
mitted to his widow, Mrs. Clarice C. Pe , and anothe - be prominently 
the offices of the Engineering Eval · ranch of . Source Con 

~.... 
.-~;~·;;.. .,/\,.~:;. .:~ 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-46 
September 24, 1981 

Agenda Item No.: 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code 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; 

WHEREAS, Sections 43013, 43100 and 43101 of the Health and Safety Code 
authorize the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards in order to controllor 
eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; 

WHEREAS, heavy-duty engine emission standards were adopted in 1976 to apply to 
the 1983 model year but their application was postponed one year, to the 19 4 
model year, for economic reasons; 

WHEREAS, as a result of testimony presented by several manufacturers in 
January 1981, the Board directed the staff to study further the feasibility of 
the 1984 standards; 

WHEREAS, the Board staff has collected information from the manufacturers amd 
reported the results of its study to the Board; I 

WHEREAS, emissions from heavy-duty engines are projected to contribute a mator 
portion of oxides of nitrogen emissions to the atmosphere as controls on ot er 
mobile sources are made more stringent; 

WHEREAS, control of oxides of nitrogen and hydrocarbon emissions is of 
critical importance in efforts to reduce air pollution in urban areas of 
California; 

WHEREAS, the Board has considered the air quality impacts of the standards and 
1regulations for 1984 model heavy-duty engines, and finds that any further 

delay of these standards would have a significant adverse environmental 
impact; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has reviewed the 1984 heavy-duty engine exhaust emission 
standards and finds them technologically and economically feasible. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby reaffirms the 1984 mo~l 
heavy-duty engine exhaust emission standards and test procedures. I 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider the Feasibility of 1984 and Subsequent 
Model Heavy-Duty Engine Emission Standards and to Consider a 
Proposed Amendment to Title 13, California Administrative Code, 
Section 1956.7 Regarding Exemptions from Emission Standards for 
Heavy-Duty Vehicles 

Agenda Item No.: 81-19-1 

Public Hearing Date: September 24, 1981 

Response Date: September 24, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: No comments were received i den ti fyi ng any si gni fi cant 
environmental issues pertaining to this item. The staff 
report identified no significant adverse effects. 

Response: N/A 

Rt1.,iiVE.D BY 
O:fice of the SecretaryCERTIFIED: 

OCT O 7 1981 

H•s □ urces Agency of G.ilitornia 
Date: 



State of California 

Memorandum .. Huey D. Johnson Date : April 6, 1981 
Secretary
Resources Agency Subject, Fi 1 i ng of Notice of 

Decision of the fir 
Resources Board 

From Air Resources Board 

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with 
Air Resources Board certification under section 210B0.5 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. 

RECEIVED 8Yh~ Of/ice of the Sedretary 
! 

OCT O 7 1981 
BOARD SECRETARY 

Resources Agency of ' alifornia 

Attachments 
···· . . . .. 1u1111r,

Reso u 10n 81-59 
Resolution 81-61 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-47 

July 30, 1981 

Agenda Item: 81-14-1 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board ("Board") has established air quality 
standards for sulfur dioxide (S02), sulfates and suspended particulate 
matter, as well as for visibility-reducing particles; 

WHEREAS, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has also adopted 
health-related national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for S02 
and suspended particulate matter; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39602 requires the State Imple­
mentation Plan to include only those measures necessary to meet the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act; 

WHEREAS, the Clean Air Act (42 USC Section 7401 et seq.; see Sections 
7410 and 7502) requires the state to attain and maintain the NAAQS for 
S02 and suspended particulate matter by December 31, 1982, through the 
adoption and implementation of all reasonably available control measures 
as expeditiously as practicable; 

WHEREAS, the Board is authorized, pursuant to the authority set forth in 
Health and Safety Code Sections 39002, 39600, 39602, 43013, and 43101, 
to adopt regulations governing the composition of motor vehicle emissions; 
and such regulations are necessary in order to implement, interpret, or 
make specific Health and Safety Code Sections 39000, 39001, 39003, 39606, 
and 43000; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39605 permits the Board to provide 
any assistance to any district; 

WHEREAS, the South Coast Air Quality Management District has included, 
as a measure in its subsequently ARB-approved non-attainment plan, the 
control of the sulfur content of motor vehicle diesel fuel; 

WHEREAS, the South Coast Air Quality Management District Board by 
Resolution 78-37 requested the Air Resources Board to adopt a regulation 
to limit the sulfur content of diesel fuel for use in motor vehicles to 
0.05 percent by weight (500 ppm) and reaffirmed that commitment at the 
April 22 and 23, 1981 ARB public hearings; 



-2-

- WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Air Resources Board 
regulations require that an activity not be adopted as proposed if feasible 
alternatives or other measures are identified which can be incorporated
into the proposal to substantially mitigate any adverse environmental 
impact, if any; 

WHEREAS, the Board has held two duly noticed public hearings on this 
matter, and has heard and considered the comments presented by representa­
tives of the ARB, districts, affected industries, and other interested 
persons and agencies; and 

WHEREAS, the Boa rd finds: 

That the state 24-hour ambient air quality standard for sulfur dioxid~ 
has been consistently violated over the past years in California, 
particularly in the South Coast Air Basin; 

That the state 24-hour ambient air quality standard for sulfates 
has been consistently violated over the past years in Calffornia, 
particularly in the South Coast Air Basin; 

That sulfates are a substantial part of total suspended particulates, 
and sulfates significantly reduce visibiltty; 

That the national and state standards for particulate matter and the 
state standard for visibility-reducing particles have been con­
sistently violated over the past years in California, particularly
in the South Coast Air Basin; 

That the Board currently regulates the sulfur content of unleaded 
gasoline in order to reduce motor.vehicle emissions as set forth in 
13 CAC Section 2252(a}, which specifies that the current sulfur conte t 
limit for unleaded gasoline is 0,04 percent by weight, and will 
become 0.03 percent by weight on January 1, 1982; 

That sulfur compounds in diesel fuel contribute significantly to 
the amount of S02, sulfates, suspended particulate matter, and 
visibility-reducing particles in the air, both as products of 
combustion and as secondary products of atmospheric chemical 
reactions; 

That emissions of sulfur compounds from the combustion of diesel 
fuel in motor vehicles are expected to increase significantly over 
the next ten years because of the anticipated rapid penetration of 
diesel-powered motor vehicles into the new vehicle sales market and 
are expected to account for approximately 24 percent of all sulfur 
oxide emissions in the South Coast Air Basin in 1990; 

1 
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that 

regula 

sulfur compound emissions from motor vehicles is expected to result in 
substantial health benefits; 

That the overa11 air qua1ity benefits of the regulation from reduced 
health and materials damage are economically significant; 

That this action amending Board regulations is necessary and 
appropriate to attain and maintain separately and independently 
each of the state and national ambient afr quality standards 
referred to above which are vi:olated in the South Coast Air Basin; 

That the problems of inter..,.basin air transfer and pollutant mixing 

• 
between the South Coast Air Basin and Ventura County are well known 
and documented and that therefore any regulation limiting the sulfur 
content of diesel fuel should be applicable throughout the entire 
South Coast Air Shed, i.e. , the South Coast Air Basin and Ventura 
County; 

That there are a sufficient number and variety of refiners who produ e 
and/or market diesel fuel in the South Coast Air Shed to ensure 
adequate supplies of both vehicular diesel fuel and non..,.vehicular di 
fuel will be available in the South Coast Air Shed under this 

That the Board has examined botb the direct and indirect costs to th 
public of adopting this regulation and has determined that those 
are justified by the emissions reductions which wi.11 result from 
regulation; 

That an exemption for small refiners in the South Coast Ai.r Shed fro 
a regulation to control the sulfur content of motor vehicle diesel 
fuel to 0,05 percent by weight is necessary to prevent an undue 
economic hardship on such refiners; 

-3-

That a reduction in the sulfur content of diesel fuel will reduce 
the quantity of sulfur-bearing air contaminants which are emitted fr 
vehicles which use diesel fuel; 

That (with the exception of small refiners• production) reduction of 
the sulfur content of diesel fuel in the South Coast Air Shed to 
0.05 percent sulfur by weight will result in a refinery weighted 
average cost of approximately $1,38 per pound of so2 removed and 
hence is a cost-effective measure; 

That a reduction of the sulfur content of diesel fuel to 0.05 percen 
by weight is technologically feasible and readily available; 

That a reduction of the sulfur content of diesel fuel to 0.05 percen 
by weight (approximately an 80 percent reduction l wi 11 signiftcantly 
reduce ambient concentrations of sulfur dioxide and su lfates.,and will 
significantly improve visibility. In addition, ambient concentratio 
of suspended particulate matter will be reduced; 

That the improvement in air quality attributable to the reduction in 

m 

s 
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That the February 9, 1981 and June 12, 1981 staff reports, the 
Response to Significant Environmental Issues dated July 30, 1981, 
and the information presented at the April 22 and 23, 1981 Board 
hearings and July 29 and 30, 1981 Board hearings adequately address 
the environmental issues and other impacts associated with this 
proposed regulation and that the Board concurs in the staff•s finding 
that no significant adverse environmental or other impacts are 
likely to result from adoption and implementation of the proposed
regulation. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board amends Title 13, California 
Administrative Code, Chapter 3, Subchapter 5, Section 2252, to add a 
regulation limiting the sulfur content of diesel fuel for use in motor 
vehicles in the South Coast Air Basin and Ventura County as set forth in 
Attachment A to this Resolution. 

I certify that the above is a 
true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-47, as adopted 
by the Air Resources Board 



ATTACHMENT A 

REGULATION TO CONTROL THE SULFUR CONTENT 
OF MOTOR VEHICLE DIESEL FUEL IN THE SOUTH COAST 

AIR BASIN Arm VENTURA COUNTY 

2252. Sulfur Content 

(a) No person shall sell, offer for sale, or deliver for sale at 

retail in California, any unleaded gasoline which has a sulfur content 

greater than 400 parts per million by weight after November 13, 1978, 

or greater than 300 parts per million by weight after January l, 1982. 

(b) The maximum sulfur content limitations specified in the fore­

going subdivision (a) shall be determined by ASTM Test Method D 2622 

(67 or latest). 

(c) For the purposes of this section, the term "unleaded gaso-

1 ine" shall mean gasoline with a lead content no greater than 0.05 

gram per gallon as determined by ASTM Test Method D 3237 73. 

(d) Effective January 1, 1985, no person shall sell, produce for 

sale, offer for sale, or deliver for sale in the South Coast Air Basin 

or Ventura County any diesel fuel,except that specifically exempted 

by the Executive Officer pursuant to subdivision (h), for use in 

motor vehicles which has a sulfur content greater than 500 parts per 

million (0.05 percent) by weight. 

(e) The sulfur content limitation specified in subsection (d) 

shall be determined by ASTM Test Method D 2622 (77), or equivalent. 



(f) For the purposes of this section, the term "diesel fuel" shall 

mean any petroleum distillate as defined by ASTM Test Method D 975 (77), 

excluding No. 4-D. 

(q) For the purposes of this section, the term "small refiner" 

shall mean any refiner who owns or operates a refinery (or refineries) 

located in the South Coast Air Basin and/or Ventura County with a total 

combined crude oil capacity of not more than 50,000 barrels per day and 

who does not own or operate refineries in the United States with a total 

combined crude oil capacity of more than 137,500 barrels per day. 

(h) (1) The provisions of subsection (d) shall not aoply to an 

amount of diesel fuel roduced bv a small refiner as defined in subsection 

(q) in the South Coast Air Basin and/or Ventura Count equal to 120 percen 

0# t~e hiahest annual diesel fuel oroduction level in th~ Sou~h Coast Air I 

Basin and/or Ventura County of the three calendar years 1mmed1 ately I, 

precedinq the date of adootion of subsection (d). This exemption shall not 

apoly to any fuel not produced in the South Coast Air Basin or Ventura Cou~ty. 
I 

(2) To gual ify for this exemption, a refiner shall submit to the 

Executive Officer of the Air Resources Board an Application for Exemption 

for each refinery which shall specify the quantity and ASTM rade of diese 

fuel produced at each refinery in the South Coast Air Basin or Ventura 
' 

County during each of the three calendar years immediately preceding the 

date of adoption of subsection (d) and data on crude oil capacity and 

ownership for the refineries which it owns and operates in the South Coast 

Air Basin and/or Ventura County and in the United States. 1./ithin 90 days 



of receipt of the application, the Executive Officer of the Air Resources 

Board shall qrant or deny the exemntion, in writing. The exemotion shall 1 

be granted if the Executive Officer determines that the applicant meets 

the provisions of this subsection and subsection (g) and shall be rescind~d 

Iwhen such provisions are no lonoer met. 

(3) In addition to the reporting requirements of subsection (i) belo~, 

beoinning on January l, 1985, each small refiner who is qranted an exemption 

shall re ort on a basis to the Executive Officer of the Air Reso rces 

Board the quantity and ASTM grade of diesel fuel produced in the South 

Coast Air Basin and Ventura that calendar uarter. Such re rts 

shall be provided within 45 days of the close of each quarter •. Each such i 

refiner shall also be re uired to re ort to the Executive Officer within 91 days 

of project comoletion, any refinery addition or modification which would 

affect the crude oil capacity for refineries owned and operated in the Sou h 

Coast Air Basin, Ventura County and the United States. I 

(i) (1) Each refiner shall perform sampling and testing of the diese~ 

fuel stored in all refinery tank(s) owned or operated in the South Coast I 

Air Basin and Ventura County as set forth in this subsection. If a refine~ 

blends diesel fuel components directly to pipelines, tankships, railway 

tankcars or trucks and trailers, the loading(s) shall be sampled and tested 
I 

for sulfur content by the refiner or authorized contractor. All sampling 

and testing shall be performed a minimum of four times per month at least 

six days apart and the results shall be reported individually (and, for 

information purposes only, as a diesel fuel production weiqhted average 

sulfur content) to the Executive Officer of the Air Resources Board within'
I 



45 days of the close of each quarter. In the event a refiner in the South 

Coast Air Basin or Ventura County produces diesel fuel not specifically 

exempt from the provisions of subsection (d) with a sulfur content exceeding 

that allowed in subsection (d), such refiner shall maintain records acce 

to the Executive Officer of the Air Resources Board which show that the 

diesel fuel is being produced for transshipment out of the South Coast Airt 
I 
I 

Basin or Ventura County or sold for non-vehicular use. Failure to orovid~ 

such uest shall be deemed a violation of subsection (d). 

diesel fuel for sale into the South Coast Air2 

Basin or Ventura County by tankship, pipeline, railway tankcars, or trucks. 

and trailers, shall sample and test such fuel. The results of such tests 

shall be reported on a basis to the Executive Officer of the Air
I 

Resources Board within 45 days of the close of each quarter. 

3) The Executive Officer of the Air Resources Board ma 

and testin deemed necessar to determine com 

with the requirements of subsection (d) and may require that special samplles 

be drawn and tested at any time. 

{El1fH (j)(l) Any person who cannot comply with the requirements set I forth 
I 

jn subdivision (a) or (d) of this section because of unreasonable economic 

hardship, unavailability of equipment or lack of technological feasibilit 

apply to the Executive Officer of the Air Resources Board for a variance. 

The application shall set forth: 

(A) The specific grounds upon which the variance is sought; 

(B) The proposed date(s) which compliance with the sulfur content 

limitations in subdivision (a) or (d) will be achieved; and 



(C) A plan reasonably detailing the method by which compliance will 1. 

be achieved. 

(2) Upon receiot of an application for a variance, the Executive 

Officer shall hold a hearing to determine whether, and under what conditions 

and to what extent, a variance from the requirements established by 

subdivision (a) or (d) of this section is necessary and will be permitted., 

Notice of the time and place of the hearing shall be sent to the applicant 

by certified mail not less than 30 days prior to the hearing. Notice of 

the hearinq shall also be published in at least one newspaper of general 

circulation and shall be sent to every person who requests such notice, nolt 

less than 30 days prior to the hearing. 
! 

(3) At least 30 days prior to the hearing, the application for the 
I 

- variance shall be made available to the public for inspection. Interested! 

members of the public shall be allowed a reasonable opportunity to testify 

at the hearing and their testimony shall be considered. 

(4) No variance shall be granted unless all of the following findings, 

are made: 

(A) That the applicant for the variance is, or will be, in violation 

of the requirements established by subdivision (a) or (d) of this regulati n; 

1(B) That, due to unreasonable economic hardship, unavailability of 

equipment or lack of technological feasibility beyond the reasonable contrtl 

of the applicant, requiring compliance would result in either (i) an ' 

arbitrary or unreasonable taking of property, or (ii) the practical 

closing and elimination of a lawful business; and 



(C) That such taking or closing would be without a correspondino 

benefit in reducing air contaminants. 

(5) Any variance order shall include the date(s) by which compliance 

with the sulfur content limitations in subdivision (a) or (d) will be 

achieved and any other condition(s) including, where appropriate, 

increments of progress, that the Executive Officer of the Air Resources Bo~rd, 

as a result of the testimony received at the hearing, finds necessary. 

(6) If the Executive Officer determines that, due to conditions beyo!nd 
I 

the reasonable control of the applicant, the applicant needs an immediate I 

variance from the requirements established by subdivision (a) or (d) of thiis 
i 

section, the Executive Officer may hold a hearing without complying with the 

provisions of subdivision faH~J (j)(2) or subdivision {ElHJ} (j)(3) abovel· 
I 

No va rtance granted under the provisions of this paragraph may extend for t 
period of more than 45 days. The Executive Officer shall maintain a list pf 

persons who in writing have informed the Executive Officer of their desirel 
' 

to be notified by telephone in advance of any hearing held pursuant to thif 
' 

subdivision, and sha11 provi de advance tel eohone notice to any such person. 

(7) Upon the application of any person, the Executive Officer of the I 

Air Resources Board may review and for good cause modif.y or revoke a variahce 

from the requirements of subdivision (a) or (d) after holding a hearing inl 

accordance with the provisions of this subdivision. 



Stlita af CalHarnla 

Memorandum 

Dote :Huey D. Johnson August 19, 1981 
Secretary 

Subject:Resources Agency Filing of Noti~e of 
Deciston of th~ Air 
Resources Boar~ 

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 

attachments 
Resolution 81-47 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of the Secretary 

AUG 1 91981 
RMOUree$ Agency of California 

r 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Further Consider Amendment to Title 13, 
California Administrative Code, Chapter 3, Subchapter 5 to Add 
a Regulation Limiting the Sulfur Content of Diesel Fuel for Use 
in Motor Vehicles in California. 

Agenda Item Nos: 81-6-2, 81-14-1 

Public Hearing Dates: April 22 and 23, 1981 and July 29 and 30, 1981 

Response Date: July 30, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: The regulation may result in increased fuel costs to public and rI 
private transit operators which will be passed on to consumers i 
the form of increased fares or will result in reduced public
transportation service. A decrease in service may result in 
increases in vehicular-generated pollutant emissions due to a · 
shift of ridership from buses to private automobiles. 

Response: SCRTD indicated in its testimony that adopting a sulfur content pf
vehicular diesel fuel regulation would result in increased fuel bosts 

·to SCRTD requiring either an increase in bus fares or a reductio~ 
in public transportation service. I 

If SCRTD chooses to reduce its public transportation service in . 
response to increased fuel costs, a negative environmental impact 
could result if riders choose to drive private automobiles 
instead of riding the bus. However, SCRTD can choose the more 

! 

likely option of increasing fares rather than reducing service. 
Page 72 of the June 12, 1981 staff report indicates that if the 
increased cost were uniformly passed on to the riders, a commuter 

! 

who boards the bus 500 times per year would incur a total cost I 

1increase of $2.15 to $3.20 per year. SCRTD agreed during the 
1 

hearing that, based on the assumption that the increased fuel co$t 
would be 6.2¢ per gallon, the staff's analysis was correct. · 

Additionally, page 73 of the staff report discusses the relation~hip 
between fare increases and ridership. Studies show that the 
relationship is inelastic; that is, ridership is not sensitive , 
to increased fares. History has shown that recently SCRTD has, I 

in fact, increased its base fare by 44%, while ridership increas1d 
18.3% over the same period of time. • 

Therefore, since SCRTD has the option of increasing its fares 
to recover any increase in the price of diesel fuel without : 

1incurring a loss in ridership, the adoption of the regvlation
is not expected to result in a negative envi ronmenta I impact due I 

to a switch from buses to private automobiles. i 

RECEIVED UY 
Office of the Secretary 

AUG 191$81 
Resources ~Yof California 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-48 

July 29, 1981 

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 39 705; 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number l035-83a entitled 
"Assessment of Gaseous and Particulate Dry Acid Deposition in Calif­
ornia," has been submitted by the Air and Industrial Hygiene Labora­
tory, California Department 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 f1r 
funding: 

Proposal Number 1035-83a entitled, ''Assessment of Gaseous and 
Particulate Dry Acid Deposition in California," submitted by the 
Air and Industrial Hygiene Laboratory, California Department of 
Health Services for a total amount not to exceed $155,254, 

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 apprdves
the following: 

Proposal Number l035-83a entitled, "Assessment of Gaseous and 
Particulate Dry Acid Deposition in California," submitted by the 
Air and Industrial Hygiene Laboratory, California Department of 
Health Services for a total amount not to exceed $155,254. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admin1s­
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for 
the research effort proposed, in an amount not to exceed $155,254. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 81-48 as 
passed by the Air Resources Board. 

d6~A,~ 
BOARD SECRETARY 

I 



. ' 

ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO.: 81-14-3b.l 
DATE: July 29,198 

Research Proposal No. 1035-83a entitled "Assessme~t 
of Gaseous and Particulate Dry Acid Deposition inl 
California.'' 

1 

Adopt Resolution 81-48 approving Proposal No.1035;83a 
for funding in an amount not to exceed $155,254. '. 

The importance of dry deposition processes in the 
overall phenomenon of acid deposition has only 
recently been recognized., Specifically, a recent1 
model of the South Coast Air Basin showed that dr 
deposition accounted for approximately 30 percent 
of the emitted acid precursors, which is about . 
fifteen times the wet deposition value. It is 
also thought that the potential for environmental II 

insult is greater for dry deposition owing to an 
undiluted and highly localized acidic dose to the. 
receptor surface. ' 

Although dry deposition samples are being collected 
on a routine basis by the national monitoring net~ 
work, the data collected thus far are not well un7 
derstood. In fact, there is no currently existing 
methodology that is widely accepted as adequate fqr
quantifying dry acid deposition. ' 

The objective of this two-year, two-phase project 
are to: l) assess the magnitude of gaseous and 
particulate dry acid deposition at various Calif­
ornia sites and compare these values to wet depos 
tion values which have been documented in earlier 
studies; 2) provide reference dry deposition 
values for comparision with future data in order 
to establish trend information; 3) develop 
measurement techniques; and 4) investigate acidic 
particle size distributions and deposition on test 
surfaces. 

In Phase I of the study, acid gases S02 and N02 
will be measured at various sampling sites. Ambient 
concentrations of these acids and their precursors 
will be used, together with known deposition veloc~ty 
values, to estimate deposition rates. The technique, 
known as the concentration method, will be compare~ 

I 

' 



with the gradient method, which will be developed 
during Phase II of the study. 

In the gradient method, acid precursor samples 
will be obtained at several levels above the 
ground, and deposition rates be calculated based 
on the vertical concentration gradient. Particle 
deposition will also be studied on various types 
of surfaces, and size distribution of acidic 
aerosol particles will be obtained using a newly
developed acid particle filter sampler. 

This study will provide valuable information on the
1relative contribution of dry deposition to the 

overall phenomenon of acid deposition in California. 
In addition, the proposed study would increase our 1 

understanding of the chemistry and formation of 
atmospheric acidity. This is expected to be 
critical to the Board in developing strategies 
to ensure acceptable levels of atmospheric acidity 
are not exceeded. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-49 

' I 

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

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 1038-83 entitled" H~alth 
Effects from the Inhalation of Oxidant Air Pollutants as Related to tfue 
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 ' 
1for funding: 

Proposal Number 1038-83 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 $100,372; 

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

Proposal Number 1038-83 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 $100,372. 

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 
$100,372. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 81-49 as 
passed by the Air Resouces Board. 

~~ BOARDSECTARv 



.. 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

HEM NO: 81-14j-3b.2 
DATE: July f9,1981 

I 

Research Proposal Number 1038-83 entitled "Health 
1 

Effects from the Inhalation of Oxidant Air Polluta~ts 
as Related to the Immune System". 

Adopt Resolution No. 81-49 approving Research 
1Proposal No. 1038-83 for funding in an amount not 

to exceed $100,372 I 
' 

This proposal is submitted to extend research effotts 
by the proponents. The previously reported work w~s 
done under ARB sponsorship. Findings of this earlier 
work indicate that ozone at concentrations as low as 
0.16 ppm (the lowest value tested), administered 
over a two-week period, produced responses closely 

! 

'1 

related to asthma in the mice under study. This 
1 

response was due to an ozone-induced increase in 
sensitivity, to a common allergen. This increased 
sens. itivity was a~so_ciated with increased numbers or 
immunologically active cells in the airway membranes of 
such animals. The earlier studies al so- demonstrate.,. an. un­
expected finding in terms of viral infectivity. Tw weeks 
of ozone exposure at 0.64 or 0.40 ppm inhibited res iratory
viral infection in the mice studied. 

Ozone-Lung Sensitization Experiments 

The work to be performed in these experiments is r~­
lated to the asthma initiation process and would b~ 
done primarily with the mouse model. Mice do not 
exhibit an obvious asthma-like reaction to inhaled 
allergens. However, much of what is known about 
the human immune system has been inferred from 
experimental work with mice. The end points to be 
assessed in the mice are analogous to asthma, in 
that similar immune system components and agents are 
actively involved. Ozone at 0.10 ppm would be emplhyed 
in this study as well as one other level, depending! 
on the i ni ti al study results. ' 

While inhaled allergens do not provoke a direct astrmatic 
response in mice, guinea pigs do respond somewhat as 
human asthmatics respond, mainly with marked constr~.ction 
of pulmonary smooth muscle. The investigators woulp 
attempt to demonstrate that the protocols employed ~o 
produce effects in mice would produce an asthma-likr 
constriction of airways of the guinea pigs. The exposure 
and sensitization protocol employed in the first two 
studies on mice would be employed in these experime ts.1 



·-
-2-

Ozone at 0,2 ppm would be used for the first of two 
studies. The ozone level for the second study wou;l d 
be derived from the results of the initial effort.r End 
points to be assayed for the guinea pigs would inc ude 
observation of airway constriction following alle gen 
inhalation, tissue alteration, and possible cellul r 
changes. , 

Ozone-Viral Infectivity Experiments 

The previous findings of ozone inhibition of the v~ral 
infection process by the investigator were totally! 
unexpected. While they have postulated explanatiors for 
their observations further investigation was deemed 
necessary by them to allow for a fuller understand~ng 
of this phenomenon. The work proposed would be di~ected 
at investigating the nature of interaction betweenl0.16 
ppm ozone given before and after viral infection 
initiation. The lower ozone level may well produce 
findings different from the previous work. The infec­
tivity study would employ 250 mice. They would be' 
split into control and exposed groups. The exposef 
animals would be exposed to 14 days of ozone. At he 
end of this period the differential mortality rate 
will be analyzed and a visual number survey, as well 
as interferon and antibody levels, and location st~dies 
will be undertaken. 

https://betweenl0.16


State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-50 

WHEREAS, an unsolicited proposal to augment Contract Number A0-100-32, 
entitled, "Rebuild California Air Resources Board Field Fumigation Facility 
and Maintain for Experimental Use" has been submitted by the 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: 

An Augmentation to Contract Number A0-100-32 entitled "Rebuild 
California Air Resources Board Field Fumigation Facility and 
Maintain for Experimental Use" for an amount not to exceed $9,168, 

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 A0-100-32 entitled "Rebuild 
California Air Resources Board Field Fumigation Facility and 
Maintain for Experimental Use" for an amount not to exceed $9,168. 

I 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administr~tive 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the researt h 
effort proposed, in an amount not to exceed $9,168. , 

· 

1 

I 

! 

I certify that the above is a true arid 
correct copy of Resolution 81-50 as 
passed by the Air Resources Board. 

,,.de:y,,,e,,-y:,
s'aily Rump < 
BOARD SECRETARY 
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-. 

ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

entitled "Rebuild California Air Resources Board 

ITEM NO: 
DATE: 

81-14-3b.3 
July 29, 1981 

Proposal to augment Contract Number A0-100-32 

Field Fumigation Facility and Maintain for 
Experimental Use", University of California, 
Riverside, Dr. Ray Thompson. 

Adopt Resolution No. 81-50 approving Proposed
Augmentation of Contract A0-100-32 for an amount 
not to exceed $9,168. 

This proposal is a request for augmentation of an 
ongoing effort to rebuild, improve and refurbish 
20 plant fumigation chambers located at University
of California, Riverside. After the original 
contract was signed, a decision was made by staff 
and the contractor to rebuild the chambers on a 
larger site on the west campus. Chamber design 
was also changed to increase useable experimental 
area, improve temperature control and allow for 
quick disassembly in case of severe weather. The 
original chamber facility relied on ambient oxidants 
for fumigations. The new facility will have the 
added flexibility of controlling ozone concentration 
through an ozonizer. These improvements require
(1) repair of an existing OREG ozonizer, (2) add­
itional charcoal filters, and (3) Teflon sampling
tubing. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

RESOI.UTION 81-51 

July 30, 1981 

WHEREAS, Thomas C. Austin served as the Air Resources Board's Vehicle 
Pollution Advisor in 1975 and 1976, a Deputy Executive Officer in 1977 to 1978, and 
Executive Officer since November 1978; and 

WHEREAS, he is nationally recognized for his talents as an automotive engineer, 
particularly for his understanding of emission control systems; and 

· WHEREAS, his personal commitment has advanced the development of air 
pollution control technology and contributed to increased automotive energy efficiency; 
and 

his administrative policies have strengthened the technical expertise, 
of the staff, for which the Board will benefit for many future years; and ' 

WHEREAS, his expertise has enabled the Air Resources Board to operate an air 
pollution control program that is a trend-setter for the nation's clean air policies; and 

. . 
' WHEREAS, his forceful personality and uncompromising principles have earned 

him. the ennnty as well as the respect of some of those who have challenged him; and 

WHEREAS, his leadership has enabled the Board to maintain the world-wide 
reputation it has earned in the field of air pollution research and regulation; and 

WHEREAS, Thomas C. Austin is leaving the ARB to create his own consulting/
firm.. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Air Resources Board appreciates; 
his years of dedicated leadership that contributed greatly to the Board's accomplishments;, 
and 

that the Board expresses its best wishes for his! 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

RESOLUTION 81-52 

July 30, 1981 
I 

. I 

! 

WHEREAS, Gary Rubenstein has been an Air Resources Board staff member ' 

.since graduating from the California Institute of Technology in 1973, working in the Vehicltl 
Emissions Control and Stationary Source Control Divisions, and has been a Deputy Executivi 
Officer since July 1977; and 

I 

WHEREAS, he is widely respected for his technical knowledge of air pollutio~ 
control systems for both automobiles _and industrial sources; and 

WHEREAS, his technical expertise has been valua!,le in.influencing the policiei 
of many ARB programs; and 

WHEREAS, his broad technical- knowledge has enabled him to develop many 
innovative solutions to regulatory problems; and 

WHEREAS, he energetically and capably represented the ARB in many legis~ 
lative hearings; and 

WHEREAS, his· high spirits and good humor failed to cover up a deep, serious 
! 

commitment to the success of the California air pollution control program; and 

WHEREAS, Gary Rubenstein is leaving the ARB to create his own consulting 
firm. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Air Resources Board appreciate~ 
I 

his many contributions to its efforts; and 

i 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board expresses its best wishes for 1 

his future success. 

C 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-53 

August 26, 1981 

Agenda Item No.: 81-16-1 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Air 
Resources Board (ARB) to adopt standards, rules, and regulations necessarylfor
the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed upon {he
Board by law; ' 

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43104 of the Health and Safety Code authorize ihe 
Board to adopt new vehicle emission standards and test procedures in order Ito 
control or eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; 

WHEREAS, Section 43100 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Board to 
- certify new motor vehicles and engines; I 

WHEREAS, Section 43102 of the Health and Safety Code prohibits certification 
of new vehicles or engines which do not meet the applicable standards and test 
procedures; 

WHEREAS, Section 43151 of the Health and Safety Code prohibits the use or ! 

registration of a new motor vehicle or a new vehicle engine which has not been 
certified as meeting California emission standards; 

WHEREAS, the Board has established in Sections 1956.6 and 1956.7 of Title \3, 
California Administrative Code, exhaust emission standards and test proced~res
for 1980 and subsequent model heavy-duty engines and vehicles which are gener­
ally applicable to engines used in buses; 

WHEREAS, such standards requi re si gni fi cantly lower emissions of oxides of 
i 

i 

nitrogen than the equivalent heavy-duty engine standards promulgated by the 
Environmental Protection Agency; I 

WHEREAS, hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen are precursors of oxidant (smJg), 
oxides of nitrogen emissions contribute to ambient concentrations of nitrogen
dioxide, total suspended particles and visibility reducing particles, and 
oxides of nitrogen are major contributors to acid rain in California; 

WHEREAS, the South Coast Air Basin experiences frequent exceedances of the 
national and state ambient air quality standards for nitrogen dioxide, total 
suspended particles, and oxidant/ozone (smog) and the state ambient air 
quality standard for visibility; 

WHEREAS, similar exceedances (except for national ambient air quality standard 
for nitrogen dioxide) occur in most air basins in the state; 

I 

WHEREAS, the Southern California Rapid Transit District (RTD) has petitioned 
the ARB to be allowed to use federally-certified engines rather than i 

California-certified engines in the substantial number of buses it purchases
between 1980 and 1982, on the basis of fuel penalty, performance loss, and 
inability to purchase a specific 30-foot bus with a California engine; 



-2-

WHEREAS, after considering RTD's petition at a public hearing on August 27. 
1980, the Board detennined it could not take final action on the record before 
it and appointed a subcommittee of members Dr. Laurence Caretto and I 
Dr. Alvin Gordon to analyze new infonnation presented by RTD at the hearing, 
to resolve questions that had arisen at the hearing, and to present a full I 

report to the Board; · 

WHEREAS, the Legislature is presently considering proposed legislation which 
would provide that n·o engine in a bus, as defined in the Health and Safety! 
Code, and used for transporting passengers shall be required to meet emission 
standards more stringent than those adopted by the Environmental Protection 
Agency; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations re ➔ 
quire that no activity having significant adverse environmental impacts be 
adopted as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures are available; 

WHEREAS, the subcommittee of Dr. Caretto and Dr. Gordon has submitted to the 
Board its report, which concludes that application of the California standards 
to buses operated by RTD and others is a significant, feasible and cost-

- effective means of reducing emissions of hydrocarbons plus oxides of nitrogen; 

WHEREAS, the Board has scheduled a hearing for September 23, 1981, to consilder 
amending its exhaust emission standards and test procedures for 1981 and 
subsequent model year heavy-duty engines to establish criteria and procedu~es 
under which the Executive Officer may pennit the use of federally-certified 
heavy-duty engines in limited situations when California-certified engines ;,are 
unavailable; · 

WHEREAS, the Board has conducted a public hearing to consider the petition 
submitted by RTD; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That the use of California-certified engines rather than 
federally-certified engines in the 940 buses recently purchased by RTO 
would result in a reduction of at least 1.4 tons per day of hydrocarbons 
pl us oxides of nitrogen emissions at a cost of $0.47 to $0.53 per pounid 
of pollutant, taking into account fuel penalties, asserted perfonnance 
penal ties and emissions which may arise from diversion of passengers to 
private automobiles; 

That there appear to be 30-foot buses with California engines avail able 
to RTD; 



. . 
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That the current exhaust emission standards and test procedures for 
heavy-duty engines do not pennit waivers or exemptions from the 
standards; 

That the California heavy-duty emissions standards are more cost­
effective than most stationary source control measures now being 
considered by air pollution control districts; 

That denial of the RID petition would have no significant adverse 
environmental impact and therefore no feasible alternatives or miti­
gation measures are required; and 

That requiring emission standards for California buses to be no more 
stringent that those adopted by the Environmental Protection Agency , 
would ultimately increase hydrocarbon plus oxides of nitrogen emissions 
statewide by approximately 21.3 tons per day. ' 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby denies the petition df 
the Southern California Rapid Transit District. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that if the Board at its September 23 hearing amends 
the heavy-duty engine standards and test procedures to pennit the use of 
federally-certified engines in limited situations when California-certified 
engines are unavailable, and the Southern California Rapid Transit District. is 
unable to obtain California-certified engines for its 3O-foot buses, the 
District may seek such relief pursuant to the amended standards and test 
procedures. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board urges the Legislature to retain the. 
authority of the Air Resources Board to set more stringent standards for bu:ses 
in California than applicable federal standards. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Re solution 81-53,: 
as adopted by the Air Resources Boardi. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-54 

August 26, 1981 

Agenda Item No.: 81-16-2 

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board recognizes the need to 
develop an effective program to conserve and to protect those areas in 
the State of California where air quality standards are not exceeded. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board endorses the process 
by which the California Air Pollution Control Officers' Association/Air
Resources Board committee developed the model rule presented to the 
Board at the August 26 meeting. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that in recognition of the need for flexibility 
in adopting local rules, the Board encourages local districts to develop 
rules which are consistent with the following concepts and which are 
equivalent in impact to the rule developed by the CAPCOA/ARB committee: 

(1) A single one-step permitting process, for attainment as 
well as nonattainment pollutants, administered by air 
pollution control districts. 

(2) The requirement of best available control technology as 
defined by applicable local district rules and regulations 
for all new and modified sources in California. 

(3) Inclusion of cargo carrier emissions to determine the net 
emissions from all new sources. 

(4) Requirement of offsets in nonattainment areas and in 
Class I and Class I impact areas in all cases and in 
all other attainment areas when available. 

(5) The use of emission increments for attainment pollutants 
when offsets are not available. 

I certify that the above 
is a true and correct copy
of Resolution 81-54, as adopteo 
by the Air Resources Board. 

· 

1 

I 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-55 

September 24, 1981 

WHEREAS, John Gibson has regularly attended 
Citizens Advisory Council meetings for the past three 
years on behalf of John Sproul; 

WHEREAS, John Gibson has extensive background 
and interest in the legal aspects of air pollution contro~ 
as assistant general counsel for Pacific Gas and Electric; 

WHEREAS, John Sproul has been unable to attend 
Citizens Advisory Council meetings because of his 
responsibilities as executive vice-president of Pacific 
Gas and Electric; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that John Gibson 
is appointed to membership on the Citizens Advisory Council 
replacing John Sproul. 

I certify that the above is a 
true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-55 as adopted by 
the Air Resources Board. 



I 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-56 

September 24, 1981 

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 
"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" has been 
submitted by the University of California at Santa Barbara for an 
amount not to exceed $167,030; 

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

I 

Proposal Number 929-76 entitled "Responses to Oxidants" submitted by
the University of California at Santa Barbara for an amount not to 
exceed $167,030, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the refearch 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $167,030. : 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-56 
as adopted by the Air Resources Boand. 

Sal~be 
Board Secretary 



'ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 81-19-3 bl 
Date: September 23, 981 

Research Proposal No. 929-76 entitled "Responses to 
Oxidants." 

Adopt Resolution 81-56 approving Research Proposal 
No. 929-76 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$167,030. 

California smog is a mixture of many compounds. Promini.ent 
are photochemical oxidants, N02, aerosols and hYdrocarbons. 
The photochemical oxidant portion 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, ( speci fi ca lly peroxYaCetyl nitrate) are another Ceil Se. 
Early vegetation research was done to identify PAN damage 
followed by 1 imited exposure work to confirm the field 
finding that concentrations in the 100-1000 ppb range a1ffect 
certain plants. Very limited work has been done employi ng 

1PAN in human or animal exposure work. Among such limited 
research is the early work by Ors. 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 alone. EPA has now established an okone 
standard numerically less stringent than the earlier oxi~ant 
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. 
In order to investigate this more fully, the Board funded 
a study last year to begin a planned three-year effort. i.This 
proposal is to complete year two. One element of this s~udy is 
to determine whether acute interaction effects can be seen 
between 03 and PAN (peroxyacetyl nitrate) on metabolic, pulmonary
and neurological responses in man. Subjects numbering between 
10 and 15 will undergo moderate exercise (at approximatellY 50 
percent of their maximal capacity) in 30-minute shifts foillowed 
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 prop?nent 
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have demonstrated these factors to be affected by ozone exposure.
Heart rate, oxygen consumption and carbon dioxide prod~ction 
will a.lso be measured to indicate the metabolic state ¢if the 
individuals at various times during the exposure. E.ElG. 
tracings will also be taken at the end of each exercis$ 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 03; 2) det~rmine 
the- variables that will predict whether an individual ~ill 
be sensitized by low levels of ozone, and; 3) determine thei 
extent of sex differences in sensitivity to ozone, and \he 
degree to which these differences are related to diffe~ences 
in pulmonary capacities and to differences in work caoacity • 

. I I 
! 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-57 
September 24, 1981 

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 1042-85 entitled, "Effects 
of so2 and Ozone on Growth Productivity, Physiology and Biochemistry of Cr9ps",
has been submitted by the University of California at Davis to the Air Res@urces 
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 i 

funding: 

Proposal Number 1042-85 entitled, "Effects of SO and Ozone on Growth 
Productivity, Physiology and Biochemistry of Cro~s", submitted by thei 
University of California at Davis, for an amount not to exceed $115,5~1; 

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 1042-85 entitled, "Effects of SO and Ozone on Growth 
Productivity, Physiology and Biochemistry of Cro~s", submitted by thei 
University of California at Davis, for an amount not to exceed $115,5~1, 

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 $115,531. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 8~. -57 
as adopted by the Air Resources roard. 

I 

I 

Board Secretary 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO.: 81-19-3 b2 i 

DATE: September 23. 11981 

Research Proposal No. 1042-85 entitled "Effects of 
SO?. and Ozone on Growth Productivity. Physiology 
ancl Biochemistry of Crops". • 

Adopt Resolution 81-57 approving Research Propo~al 
No. 1042-85 for funding in an amount no to exceed 
$115,531. 

Much of the work that makes up our current understanding 
of how air pollution affects plants is derived from the 
study of rather simple end points such as visible foliar 
injury or the reduction in the overal 1 weight of plant 
material at the end of a growing season. Such work 
has commonly been done under uncontrolled field1 conditions 
or in greenhouses. More recently, we and othert have 
tried to consider more subtle factors like protein or 
carbohydrate content. What is proposed here is a major 
departure from the more traditional field or gr~enhouse
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 empl~yed at 
several concentrations, both singly and in comb1nation. 
As with cellular-level assessments of ponutantl effects 
on animal systems, the infonnation obtained would help 
explain related whole~plant effects. This woul~ allow 
detection of changes before visible injury occurs and 
may provide data that can be readi1y extrapolat¢d to other 
species. This is the second year of a projectea three 
year study. 

I 

This study is divided into three related efforts which 
address different facets of o3 and SO effects ~s a 
multi-disciplinary effort. ·1n all ca~es the investigators 
intend to employ several different plant species and 
varieties within each species to allow addressimg of 
possible mechanisms for expected variation in sensitivity 
to the pollutants to be employed. 

The first part of this study will concentrate o~ the 
effects of SO and o3 on the viability of pollem and 
pollen tube gfowth under controlled temperature iand 
humidity conditions. This would allow careful study of 
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the effects of SO· and o3 on this important stage
of plant reproduction. 

The second part of the study would center on how 
exposure to SO and ozone would affect leaf function 
in terms of wa~er 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 thoug:ht that 
the pollutants will have an effect on the metalbolic 
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 so2 exposures initiate 
the release of "stress" ethylene and ethane in! response 

1to lipid peroxidation. Ethylene is also known to be 
produced in response to other stresses like physical
injury. 

Specifically the investigators would expose pl~nts to 
varying amounts of so 2 and measure the levels 0f "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 SO through the use 
of agents known to block its production. The 1nvestigator
would also study the fate of atmospheric so2 irl soils by
employing radio-chemical methods. i 

The results of these studies should provide vajuable 
insight into the cellular level effects of pol1 11utants 
on vegetation and improve our total understanding of 
the effects of pollutants on California crops. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-58 

September 24, 1981 

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 1043-85 entitled 
"Characterization and Control of Primary Carbon Particle Air Quality
in the South Coast Air Basin", has been submitted by California 
Institute of Technology, 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 1043-85 entitled, ''Characterization and Control of 
Primary Carbon Particle Air Quality in the South Coast Air Basin", 
submitted by the California Institute of Technology for a total 
amount not to exceed $321,561; 

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 1043-85 entitled, "Characterization and Control of 
Primary Carbon Particle Air Quality in the South Coast Air Basin", 
submitted by the California Institute of Technology for a total 
amount not to exceed $ 321,561, 

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 $321~61 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-58 
as adopted by the Air Resources Boa~d. 

BOARD SECRETARY 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO. 81-19-~ b3 
DATE; Septem~er 23, 1981 

Research Proposal No.1043-85 entitled "Characteriza~ion 
and Control of Primary Carbon Particle Air Quality iin 
the South Coast Air Basin'' 

Adopt Resolution 81-58 approving Proposal No. 1043-85 
for funding in an amount not to exceed $321,561. 

The objective of this project is to establish the 
technical foundation for the development of primary 
carbon particle air quality control strategies in the 
South Coast Air Basin. Elemental and organic particulate 
carbon concentrat i ans will be determined by a year-
1ong IO-station monitoring network calendar year 
1982. An emissions inventory will be developed to 
account for the emissions of primary organic and 
elemental carbon in the Los Angeles basin. The. sali!ent 
features of particulate carbon air quality behavior 
in the South Coast Air Basin that must be reoroduced \ 
by a successful air quality model will be identified. 
Then candidate emissions to air qualit_y models for \ 
particulate carbon will be reviewed in light of their 
data requirements. The most effective approach to 
primary particulate carbon control strategy develop­
ment will be established. 

i 

This three year study will provide valuable information 
on the occurrence and control of primary carbonaceou:s 
aerosol emissions in the South Coast Air Basin. The 
proposed study is timely in view of the fact that car­
bonaceous particle emissions from diesel vehicles a~d 

1 

wood burning are increasing in the South Coast Air 
Basin. Substantial deterioration of visibility and 1air 
quality are expected to result from the continued 
increase of such emissions unless appropriate contl'jol 
strategies are designed and implemented. The ~ 
results from this research are expected to be critic~l 
to the Board in developing strategies to ensure that! 
acceptable levels of air quality are not exceeded. · 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-59 
September 24, 1981 

Agenda Item No.: 81-1~-1 
I 
I 

WHEREAS, Section 39601 of the Health and Safety Code 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; 

WHEREAS, Sections 43013, 43100 and 43101 of the Health and Safety Code 
authorize the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards in order to control or 
eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles; 

WHEREAS, the Board has adopted exhaust emission standards and test procedures 
for 1981 and subsequent model heavy-duty engines contained in Section 1956.7, 
Title 13, California Administrative Code; 

WHEREAS, manufacturers of certain heavy-duty vehicles have requested 
pennission to use non-California certified engines because no suitable 
California certified engines are available; 

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 
avail able; 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been hel1d 
in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 
11340), Part 1, Division 3, Title 2 of the Government Code; and 

I,, 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That, as certain heavy-duty engines are phased out of 
production for California, the manufacturers of vehicles 
designed for those engines can no longer obtain suitable 
engines for those vehicles; 

That suitable engines which meet federal emission standards may 
be available for vehicles for \ottlich no suitable California 
engine exists; 

That the affected vehicles are manufactured in such small 
volume that it is economically infeasible to redesign the 
vehicles for the purpose of accommodating new California 
engines; 
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That discontinuation of some vehicles could result in extreme 
cost penalties and disruption of business; and 

That allowing very limited use of engines meeting federal 
emission standards in heavy-duty vehicles until they can be 
redesigned to accept complying California engines would result 
in no significant adverse impact on air quality. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby amends Section 1956.7, 
Title 13, California Administrative Code, as set forth in Attachment A. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board finds that the regulations as amende~ 
herein, individually and in the aggregate, are at least as protective of 
public health and welfare as comparable federal regulations and are consistent 
with Section 2O2(a} and (b} of the federal Clean Air Act. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the amendment adopted hereby be forwarded to the 
Environmental Protection Agency with a request for confirmation that the 
amendment is covered by an existing waiver of federal preemption pursuant to 
Section 2O9(b}(l} of the Clean Air Act. 

I hereby certify that the above is • 
a true and correct copy of Resolutio~ 
81-59, as adopted by the Air Resources 
Board. 

Sal~d'~ry 



Attachment A 

Amend Section 1956.7, Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, 
California Administrative Code, to read as follows: 

1956.7 Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures--1981 and 
Subsequent Model Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles. 

(a) The exhaust emissions from new 1981 and subsequent model heavy­
duty engines, except engines used in medium-duty vehicles, shall not 
exceed: 

Primary Exhaust Emission Standards 
(grams per brake horsepower hour) 

Hydrocarbons 

Model Year Hydrocarbons 
Carbon 

Monoxide 
plus Oxides 
of Nitrogen 

1981-1983 1.0 25 6.0 
OR* 25 5 

1984 and 0.5 25 4.5 
subsequent 

*The two sets of standards for each model year are alternatives. A manu­
facturer has this 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. 

The following optional exhaust emission standards are applicable to engines
tested pursuant to the optional federal test procedures and regulations for 
1984 and subsequent model heavy-duty engines. These standards replace the 
federal standards in CFR Sections 86.084-10, 86.084-11, and 86.085-11 for 
hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide and oxides of nitrogen, only.** 

Optional Exhaust Emission Standards 
(grams per brake horsepower hour) 

Carbon 
Model year Hydrocarbons Monoxide Oxides of Nitrogen 

1984 and 1.3 15.5 5. l 
subsequent 

**The federal 13-mode optional standards for 1984 model year diesel-powered 
engines do not apply. 

(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. 
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(c) The test procedures for determining compliance with standards applicab~e 
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 
January 21, 1981. 

(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. 1 of this Chapter, in which event heavy-duty emission 
standards and test procedures shall not apply. 

(e )( 1) The Executive Officer ma authorize use of en ines certified to mee,t 
e era emission stan ar s, or which are demonstrated to meet appropriate

federal emission standards, in up to a total of 100 heavy-duty vehicles 
in any one calendar year when the Executive Officer has determined that 
no engine certified to meet California emission standards exists which 
is suitable for use in the vehicles. 

(2) In order to qualify for an exemption, the vehicle manufacturer 
shall submit, in writing, to the Executive Officer the justification for 
such exem tion. The exem tion re uest shall show tha due ire mt nc 
beyond the control of the vehicle manufacturer. California certified 
engines are unavailable for use in the vehicle. The request shall 
further show that redesign or discontinuation of the vehicle will result 
in extreme cost penalties and disruption of business. In evaluating a 
request for an exemption, the Executive Officer shall consider all 
relevant factors, including the number of individual vehicles covered by
the request and the anti-competitive effect. if any, of granting the 
request. If a request is denied, the Executive Officer shall state in 
writing the reasons for the denial. 

{3} In the event the Executive Officer determines that an applicant 
may meet the criteria for an exemption under this subsection, but that 
granting the exemption will. together with previous exemptions granted,
result in over 100 vehicles being permitted under this subsection to use 
non-California engines in heavy-duty vehicles in any one calendar year,
the exemption may be granted only by the Board, under the criteria set 
forth herein. 

NOTE: Authority: Sections 39515, 39600, 43013, and 43101, Health 
and Safety Code. References: Sections 39515, 39516, 43013, 43100, 
43101, 43102, and 43104, Health and Safety Code. 



State of Callfornio 

Memorandum .. Huey D. Johnson Date : April 6, 1981 
Secretary
Resources Agency Subject: Filing of Notice

I 

of 
Decision of the iAir 
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 corrments raised during the comment period. 

h~ 
BOARD SECRETARY 

RECEIVED BYAttachments Office of the Secretary 
Resolution 81-46
.9.1~-\f OCT O 7 19814sou\on 81-61 

Resources Agency of California 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider the Feasibility of 1984 and Subsequent 
Model Heavy-Duty Engine Emission Standards and to Consider a 
Proposed Amendment to Title 13, California Admi ni strati ve Code, 
Section 1956.7 Regarding Exemptions from Emission Standards for 
Heavy-Duty Vehicles 

- Agenda Item No.: 81-19-1 

Public Hearing Date: September 24, 1981 

Response Date: September 24, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: No comments were received identifying any significant 
environmental issues pertaining to this item. The staff 
report identified no significant adverse effects. 

Response: N/A 

lk(.;clVED BY 
Office of the Secretary 

OCT O 7 1981 
Resources Agency of California 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-60 

November 18, 1981 

Agenda Item No.: 81-23-1 

WHEREAS, Sections 39600 and 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorize tfue 
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; 

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 2248 (Statutes 1980, Chapter 1134) adds Sections 
41970-41974 to the Health and Safety Code, which establish an optional , 
alternative to the criminal penalties set forth in Health and Safety Code I 

Section 42400 in cases involving gasoline cargo tanks subject to state laws. 
concerning gasoline vapor recovery; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 41970 provides that when a person is 
1cited with a notice pursuant to the optional alternative, the applicable 

charges will be dismissed by the court if the cited person presents proof of 
correction of the alleged violation; 

WHEREAS, Sections 41971 and 41972 of the Health and Safety Code provide that 
proof of correction of the alleged violation may be made by verification byj 
the owner or operator of the cargo tank if specified conditions are met; : 

WHEREAS, Section 41972 of the Health and Safety Code requires the Board to 
adopt regulations for the making of verifications of the correction by the 
owner or operator of the gasoline cargo tank; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations , 
require that no project having significant adverse environmental impacts bel 
adopted as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; , 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That the regulation set forth in Attachment A establishes 
requirements for the making and submission of verifications of 
correction by the cargo tank operator when such verifications 
are authorized by Sections 41970-41972 of the Health and Safety
Code; 

That adoption of said regulation is reasonably necessary to 
implement the mandate of Section 41972 of the Health and Safety ' 
Code and to assure that persons submitting such verifications 
have made the required corrections and met the required condition 

r! 

for use of the verification; 
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That the form set forth in Attachment B permits the submittal 
of the information required by said regulation in a uniform 
fashion; 

That the regulation set forth in Attachment A would have no 
substantial adverse environmental impact, and therefore no 
alternative and/or mitigation measures are required; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been 
held in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 3.5 (comrnenci'ng with 
Section 11340), Part l, Division 3, Title 2 of the Government Code. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby adopts Section 94005 · 
of Part III, Chapter l, Subchapter 8, Tttle 17 of the California Administrafive 
Code as set forth in Attachment A hereto. · 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Boa.rd hereby adopts th.e form set forth in 
Attachment Bas the approved form for preparation and submittal of a Proof 
of Correction by Verification pursuant to Secti.on 940Q~ of Title 17, 
California Administrative Code. 

I certify that the above is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-60, as adopted
by the Air Resources Board 

https://Secti.on


ATTACHMENT A 

Add Section 94005 to Part III, Chapter 1, Subchapter 8 
in Title 17 of the California Administrative Code. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601, and 
41972 Health and Safety Code. Reference: 
§§ 41970 and 41972, Health and Safety Code. 

Subchapter a. Compliance With Non-vehicular Emission 
Standards 

Article 1. General Provisions 

94005. Preparation and Submittal of Proof of Cor-

rection for Gasoline Cargo Tanks. (a) Whenever any 

person has received a notice to appear issued pursuant 

to Health and Safety Code Section 41970, and the pre­

paration and submittal of a proof of correct ion by 

verification is authorized by Heal th and Safety Code 

Section 41972, such proof of correction shall contain: 

(1) Name of owner or operator, company name 

(if applicable), and address. 

( 2) Date, time, and violation specified in 

notice to appear, 

(3) State Fire Marshal cargo tank number. 

(4) Manufacturer's number of tank. 

(5) California Air Resources Board vapor-em­

ission-certification decal number. 

(6) License number of vehicle carrying cargo 

tank at the time of issuance of notice to appear. 

(7) A statement that the violation was cor-

rected, including the following information and 

documentation: 

- AT-1 

015 



(A) A brief description of the cor­

rections that were made. 

(B) The date 0n wn.1.ch the' corrections were 

made. 

(C) The name, address, and company af-

filiation (if any) of the person making the car-

rection. 

( D) If the violation consists of oper-

ation of the cargo tank without issuance of the re­

quired vapor recovery certification, a copy of the ap­

plication for vapor recovery certification and a copy 

of the issued certification. 

(E) If in order to correct the viola­

tion it was necessary to test the cargo tank to de­

termine compliance with the annual leak rate criteria, 

( i) the name, address and company affiliation ( if any) 

of the person conducting the test; (ii) the date of the 

test; (iii) pressure change in five minutes (in inches 

of water); (iv) vacuum change in five minutes (in 

inches of water) ; (v) a statement by the person con­

ducting the test that the cargo tank was tested in ac­

cordance with the procedures established by the Air 

Resources Board (Board or ARB). 

(8) Date, time, and means by which the is­

suing agency was notified of the opportunity to inspect 

the corrections. 

(9) Location of cargo tank and time 

specified for inspection. 

AT-2 
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(A) A brief description of the cor­

rections that were made. 

(B} The date 0n which the corrections. were 

made. 

(C) The name, address, and company af­

filiation (if any) of the person making the cor­

rection. 

( D) If the violation cons is ts of oper­

ation of the cargo tank without issuance of the re­

quired vapor recovery certification, a copy of the ap­

plication for vapor recovery certification and a copy 

of the issued certification. 

(E) If in order to correct the viola­

tion it was necessary to test the cargo tank to de­

termine compliance with the annual leak rate criteria, 

(i) the name, address and company affiliation (if any) 

of the person conducting the test; (ii) the date of the 

test; (iii) pressure change in five minutes (in inches 

of water); (iv} vacuum change in five minutes (in 

inches of water); (v) a statement by the person con­

ducting the test that the cargo tank was tested in ac­

cordance with the procedures established by the Air 

Resources Board (Board or ARB}. 

(8) Date, time, and means by which the is­

suing agency was notified of the opportunity to inspect. 

the corrections. 

(9) Location of cargo tank and time 

specified for inspection. 

AT-2 
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(10) Statement that the representative of 

the issuing agency failed to appear at the designated 

place and time. 

( 11) Declaration under penalty of perjury by 

person making correction and/or conducting test that 

the information contained in Item 7 is true and cor-

rect. 

(12) Declaration under penalty of perjury by 

owner or operator named in the notice to appear that 

all information submitted is true and correct and the 

violation has been corrected. 

(b) The executive officer shall have the author­

ity to approve any modification to the form used for 

submittal of the information set forth in subsection 
I 

(a) and provide the form to the State Fire Marshal and 

all air pollution control districts. Every "Proof of 

Correction by Verification" shall be prepared in tri-

plicate on the form approved by the ARB. The orig-

inal, along with the copy of the notice to appear, 

shall be submitted pursuant to Health and Safety Code 

Section 41970 to the court specified in the notice to 

appear. No later than the date of presentment to the 

court, copies shall be mailed to the agency issuing the 

notice to appear and to the Enforcement Division of the 

ARB. 

NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601, and 
41972 Health and Safety Code. Reference: 
§§ 41970 and 41972, Health and Safety 
Code.-

AT-3 017 



1. Court spaci..~-ifJd in no­
tice to appe:rr, along 
l,)i th copy of the notice 

. A appear. 
2. ~ency issuing the ; 

notice to ap?ear. 
3. Air Resources Board 

Enforcer.ent Division 
1101 Q Street 
P.O. Box 2815 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

;.. Keep one copy for 
Personal reco~ds.-

ATTACHMENT B 
CJ\LH:OENIA 

/\ITT HESOUHCES BOARD 

DQQdu~r- OFJ.. /,;. ;a JJ. oL. 

(Com::,lele th.is form in fc.lli 

NOTICE TO COURT 

This f 01·m developed in iaccordancc 
with Section 41970 of tihe Health 
& Safety Code. If the !arrested 
person presents, by maill OP in 

I • 
person, proof of correct1,on as 
py,escribed in Section 41971 of 
the Health t, Safety Cod,e on or 
before the date on l,)hidh he or 
she promised to appear) the 
coza,t shall dismiss the appli­

!cable eharpes. 

1'AME OF 0'.'/NER/OPERATOR: 

cor.,p;.NY flAME= -
-

-
OWNER/OPERATOR INFORMATION 

TELEPHO;-.;E NUMBER: ' 

t.lAILli~G ADDRESS - r;u;,lBER a STREET: CITY• ZIP CQOE: 

VIOLATION SPECIFIED IN NOTICE TO APPEAR (Rule or Regulation Cited) DATE• TIME: 

- CARGO TANK INFORMATION 
I 

CT 11:UMBER: MANUFACTURER NUMBER: ARB DECAL NUMBER: LICENSE NUMBER IOF VEHICLE: 

-
PROOF OF CORRECTION INFORMATION 

.----- ·--·---·-----···--··-· -·-------- --------·--·--~- ~~------------------
'I 
l 

NAME OF C0!'1'PANY AND PERSON !A.AXING CORRECTIONS 
--.......~-,. ~------·---- - . - -~·•=c-r,• ---- -----· .. --·----------------- ---,,-,· ---------.----........ 

. 

c~r.~P~NY NAt,iE: PERSON MAKING CORRECTION: 

I 

ADDRESS: DATE: 
! 

SRIEF DESCRIPTION OF REPAIRS MADE TO CORRECT VIOLATION: 
I 

~ 

I 

' 

I 

I 

! 

-SEE Ri:. VERSE 



- l TANK TESTING 
J - - - --- - --- ---~-----

If in orde1' to correct t:Jze violation it was necessary to test the cm,go tank to 
determine co1-r.,/liance with the a:nnual leak rate c,·iteria, please suhmi t the re'Su lts 
of tank testing and certification on the application for cargo tank cer,tification 
form approved by tr.e State Fire /,:arshal. 

i I certify. under ~enalty of perjury that -I made the -necessary ;orrections 
1and/or conducted the test to rectify the violation and the inforMation 
!contained under proof of cor>rection information is true and cm,rect. 

)signature 
•·. ·- . .r-,:.; ·-· ... _ 

---------------------' -•.. ·- -·-•.-t2 ---·- . ·--~ --·· -~~--~----.:.~-~~- ~:""-· --~·-/-· ~~ __.·.·_. 

1 If the violation consists solely of operation of the cargo tank without issuance of 
the required vapor recovery certification, please submit a copy of application for 
vapor recovery cer>tification and a copy of the issued certification. 

-- . - . . . -· : . , ___----,--.-,_.,...~~ 

VERIFICATION OF CORRECTION 

ISSU!1':G AGENCY NOTIFIED TO INSPECT, 
TIME: MEANS (TELEPHONE, IN-PERSON) 

jLOCATION Of. CARGO TANK: DATE AND TIME SPECIFIED FOR INSPECTION, 

I 

ANSWER: 

; rr;,d representative of issuing agency appear at designated place and time? 
- --- .... - - - ----·--•--· --

I OWNER OR OPERATOR NAMED IN NOTICE TO AP~EAR-
________::;::;:::::::-'--~-~~--..:..,.:.....:•""'·-----·~~-....c..--""-:;...---"'"·~.'. -~-.:-:;~:":~"'.":'"':-~--- . ' 

1 I declare under penalty of perjury that all information submitted herein 
i is true and correct and the violation has been corrected. 

i.l 

I II
,1 

Signature' ~ ' . . ._..., ...... ~ ~. ~~-. . . ' .. -, .· ...... ~- -• . ' . ·-~ . ' ' .-.. ..,· 



State:'of CalifOl'nia 

Memorandum 

HueyD. Johnson Date : December 91 1981Secretary 
Resources Agency 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 collJllent period, 

-~~ 
Sally Rump
Board Secretary 

attachment 
Resolution 81~60 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of the Secretary 

DEC 1 O 1981 

Resources Agency of Califomla 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Proposed Regulation Section 94005, Preparation and Submittal 
of Proof of Correction for Gasoline Cargo Tanks, to be Added 
to Part III, Chapter 1, Subchapter 8 of Title 17 of the 
California Administrative Code 

Agenda Item No.: 81-23-1 

Public Hearing Date: November 18, 1981 

Response Date: November 18, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: No conments- were received identifying any significant enviro.nmental 
issues pertaini.ng to this item. The staff report identified no 
adverse environmental effects. 

Response: N/A 

CERTIFIED: · / /,/, ~ ~ 
Bo~ry-

Date: 

RECEIVED.BY 
Office of the Secretary 

DEC 1 0 1981 

Resources Agency of California 

https://RECEIVED.BY
https://pertaini.ng


State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-61 

September 24, 1981 

Agenda Item No.: 81-19-2 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39601 requires the Air Resources Board 
to adopt rules and regulations necessary for the proper execution of the 
polllers and duties granted to and imposed upon the state board; 

WHEREAS, the Board has adopted rules and regulations governing procedures for 
the conduct of its public business in Title 17, California Administrative 
Code, Sections 60000-60023 and 93000-93003; 

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 11349.7 of the Administrative Procedure Act 
enacted by AB 1111 and AB 939 (Stats. 1979, Chapter 567 and 1203, 
respectively) requires the ARB to review all regulations administered by it 
for compliance with the statutory criteria of necessity, clarity, consistency, 
authority, and reference in accordance with a schedule approved by the Office 
of Administrative Law on February 11, 1981; 

WHEREAS, public comments on the ARB's procedural regulations were solicited by 
public notice dated February 9, 1981; 

WHEREAS, in consideration of these public comments and based on the staff's 
analysis of the regulations, staff has proposed specific changes to these 
regulations designed to reduce significantly the total volume of the 
regulations, enhance public participation, eliminate unnecessary repetition of 
statutory provisions and other excess verbiage, add references to appropriat~ 
statutes, and simplify or clarify language in those regulations proposed for! 
retention; 

WHEREAS, a public hearing has been held on September 24, 1981, on the proposed 
amendments, pursuant to public notice dated July 31, 1981; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the amendments proposed by staff comply with the 
letter and the spirit of the review process set forth in the Administrative 
Procedure Act and confonn to the five statutory criteria; and 

WHEREAS, the Board further finds that no significant environmental issues have 
been raised with regard to these regulations and that all opposing 
considerations have been adequately responded to. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby adopts, repeals, and 
amends the regulations contained in Title 17, California Administrative Codej, 
Part I II, Chapter 1, Subchapters 1 and 7, as set forth in Attachment A. 

I certify that the above is a true and I 

correct copy of Resolution 81-61, as 
adopted by the Air Resources Board. 

C::;, 11v'1111mn;11"/t C::i:>r l"i:>1" v 

1 

I 



ATTACHMENT A 

SUBCHAPTER 1. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 

Article 1. Board Meetings and E*ee1tHve-9fHeeP Hearings 

600CO. Purpose. The regulations set forth in th{s subchapter shall 

supplerr.ent provisions in the Mulford-Carrell Air Resources Act (Division 26 

of the Health and Safety Code), the Administrative Procedure Act, and the 

California Environmental Quality Act with regard to meetings and hearings of the 

state board and the executive officer. 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 39600 and 39601, Health and Safety Code. 

Reference: Sections 39000, et seq., Health and Safety Code; 
Sections 11340, et seq., Government Code; and 
Section 21080.5, Public Resources Code. 

\ 

1 
600091. Re§H+aP Scheduling of Meetings. +ke-eka4P~ePs~A-eP-tke-E*ee!it4ve 

Gtf ieel>-ef-v,e-state-eeal"a-s!'!at l -sel:!eeNle-aRa-tl:!e-sta te-aeaw,£!-s 1:!a+ + ->i ehl-Pe§ttla I!' 

ff!eet4R§s-at-least-tw4ee-a-ffleRtl:!.---ll:!e-el:!a4Pj:1ePse11 Meetings sha11 be scheduled by 

the chairperson or the executive officer of the state board, who may feP-§eed· 

ea11se with appropriate notice change the staM;ing time of any meet4R§ proceeding 

or reschedule.-cancel, or continue the meet4R§ proceeding. 

Note: Authori t_y cited: Sections 39600 and 39f01, Hea1th and Safety Code. 
Reference: Sections 39513, 39515, 39516, and 39600, Health 

Code; Section 11129, Government Code. 



WQQ-l..--Ne-t.:iee-.---{a. ➔ --Net1ee-of-f'e9trit1rmertin-gs-of-the-state-boal"tr'Sha11 

bQ-:.gi:it-by-fi1<"st-.:lass-111a-i-l.,,-d+spatGl:iea-Ret-later>-tl:iaR-seveR-aays-1'1l"eeeetR§-St:1eh 

-..:.iat!i:ig., -ilRd-sl:la l l-.:oi:i ta -iR--iR-ageRc:la-ei:-Elessi::j. pt+ar1-ef-a l l--i teff!.s -ta.;ee-eaRs-iElet>etl 

at-tb;i t-J11,u~t:i.Rg, 

(b)--Not-i.:e-of-i::eg1,1lai::-111ggt:i-R9s-sf-tl:le-state-baaFEl-shall-se-ff!a:j.lea-ta-all 

sht9-boai::d-lll9111b9i::s.,,-to-all-pai::t:i-es-ta-pi::aseea:j.R§S-eR-tl:ie-a§eRela,-te--iRtel"esteel­

fg(i9i::;.1-y-sti\te-,u1d-lo.:al-ageR.:-ies.,-aREl-te-pei::seRs-wl=la-r>eei1:1est-s1:1ei:1-Ratiee--iR­

wi:::j.t:j.Rg---J;:oJ:-pYbl:i-.:-:j.r:ifei::111at+eH-pYl"pesesy-tl:ie-a9eHela-sha+l-0e-ppav:j.eleEl-te-R~ws­

papei::s-of-geReFal.-.::i-i::.:1:1lat:i-sA-

-(.:)--Wl:ieA-a-p1.1bl:i-.:-l:ieal":i-A9-:j.s-FeE11:1:i-FeEl"'-p1:110s1:1aAt-te-the-J'eE11tl-l"ell!E!Ats-ef ! 

Cl:iaptei:-l~S-f.:.ollil+ISA~:i-Rg-w:i-tl:i-Se.:t:i-eA-ll34Q}y-PaJOt-ly-9:j.v:j.s'ieA-lT-l:j.tle-2-ef-jhe 

Go~ei:i:wiimt-~-r-foi:-·tl~e-a"9pti-eAy-a!lleAEIH!eRtr-el"-l"epeal-ef-aRy-l"1:1+e;-Pe!J1t+atifeAr 

oi:d9J:,,.--QF-s~.J:4-ef-~Rei:a.l-app1-:i-Gatf..eR-l-R-EH''eel"-te-i-fflplemeRt,-i-Rtel'"f)l"ef:;-el"-

111a-l.e-spe~:j.f~-the-l-aw-e,r~ei::seEl-ei::-a,611li-R-i-s-tePeei-s.)'-tke-s-tate-&eal"Ei-el'"-ttw! 

E.xei;.uti-\l&-Ciii-Ger::,.:.ooti-se-s-R.¼l-1--ee ➔i-vel¼-Hl--aeeel"Ela-Fttee-wi-tl½-tlw!-l"eEftti-l"efflelt!s 

o~-s.a.i4-~t&JO.-l..5-p--Net~-s~al-1--a-1-SG-l.e-➔i-¥el¼-t0-al-l--s-ta-te-a:M-leeal--g1Wel"1'tfflel'tta-l­

agm1c:i.&s.--ba.~~-J1.1J:.i-s.d~ti-GR--~y-l-aw-wi-tk-Fe-s-pee-t-te-a-~1"&%seG-a€-ti-¥i-ty,-&i-tRie 

I 

~d}-.SS~-ta.k.i.R,g..a,.R..)'~tl-GR--~JO.~t-te-Mea-l-tl'+-afki-Sa-Fe-ty.-Gooe--Se-e-t~ 

- -4l.5.03.-to.-41-505.,.-i-RGfus.i->J&..,-0-i:. -UQa.l-tl'+-a.M-Sa-fety-Gooe-SeE-t~ -41-&W.--fr&tk-ce-sha-l-l-

b~ ..g:i.¥00..a.S...p.FG\l-i.dsc!-m ..J4e.a.l-tl'+ -a-oo-~fe.ty.-GGGe--Seeti-GR-4l-SG:?;--a.M-te-al-l--s-ta-t-e . 

boa.i:d.-lllSlllGQ.J:&.,.-rne11!9&J:.s.-a.i -the---pu.b-1-i-G--~s-ti-Rg-s.1:H:-h- -RGtk-e- -i-fl--w-1"-i-tiftg,.--afl<i-al-l-
i 

s.ta.te. ..a.M-loc.a. l-~-.i&FMlGR-ta. l- -ag.&nGi-e-s--ha-\1-i-ng,-,wJ:.i-s.d-i-G-ti-cm,...h,y.-1-aw-w-i-tlr-l"-es13eet,-t& 

the...p.roposoo..a.c:t.i.oor 

60002.r -S.poo.l.¼l--Meet Htg-S-:- - -"f-Re- -eh-a-i-1-pel"'Siffl'"'O'i.:.-tne-E-x't?ctrttre Off iCeI -may 

SG!ledu.l-e.-and--the- -s-ta-te-ooa-l"d--ma-y,-ho-1-d--a-~a-},,,ee t i , ,g ;--provtded--ttra:t~-rrotro: 
for--&OC-h--sp,eG-l.¼l--raee-tiflg,-s-peei-fies--i-n--de-~i-l--th-e--de:te-;--roccrtiurr;-amf"-sutrject: Qld t U'l 

I 

o.f..such. speci~t..me.e.t.lng---Not.~-o.f'...suc.h-.--speG-i-a-l-~tiflg,--5ha-l-l--be--g,i-ven--i-n-~-s-eme, 

raanne.r.. ..as...pr..O,.\l.tded,_in, -Sect.i.on. -60001-,. 
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60002. Notice. In addition to providing notice of state board meetings 

and hearings as required by statute. notice shall be mailed to state and local 

government agencies having jurisdiction by law with respect to a prooosed 

activity of the state board and to persons who request such notice in writing. 

For informational purposes. notice may be provided to newspapers of general 

circulation, to all persons believed to be interested in the proceeding. and ta 

the State Clearinghouse for circulation to public agencies. 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 39600 and 39601, Health and Safety Code. 
Reference: Sections 39002, 41502 and 41650, Health and Safety Code; 

Sections 11125 and 111346.5,. Govermnent Code. 

AJ-.t4~-le-2-.--{l!le-f'~ef!E:y-Meei:-tfl~ ' 

&esa!t:---GoYel"ftffleftt:-eeee--SeeHeft-ttt2~,..~ -l-R-a-EESPEiaRCe witn~ ....9FJ!lli9i:lt-~da 

-Sect iOl 1-}t1-25-;--ttrh- -a,rtf-el-e--es-t:a-1,l-i-3fte'S--t:lte-ftl"OC-ee-tf-FeS-..a-AG~'tl,l-~t.s. -t:Qr 

erne~y- -raeet.ifl.g-s-..e,i-too ~s.Q.te--bQa.r:d,.-wF--wk-W..-5.QV-QA...da._ys...a.dv.ance..agenda..n<itic.e 

eaft1'½6t:-ee~i-v-eR:--~Wl=le-,.e-s-ttelT-1T&ti-ce-eaR-ee-§h<eR,--i-t-s'1al-l-t>e-dGRe-i.F1-G91ilpl-i-&F1Ge 

wi-tl:t-tJ.e-fleEttti-~ts- -es-tab l-i-s-l:tee-i-ff-Geve~t-Ceee-SeGtieA-l-l-l-i5-.Fld ..g~F--. 

a1:11:1l-i-eael-e-f)JOevi-s-i-&Rs--el-tl:te-1-aw.. 

600lGr--YRfel"es-ee1t-Erae~eAe.)'-c;SF1ef.tf.eASr:.-filt'-tf:!e--p\f~8SE!S--8i-~Gti.gA-+l-+25 

ei-t:ke-Sev-el"RIRE!At-c;eee,--aR-\fAfe.-eseeA-eme.-geAoY-WR:i-Gh-sball-jwstify-tbe-boldtRg 
I 

ef-a-pttel-=i-e-meettH§-w:i-th-l-es-s-tRaA-seveA-Elays-Aet:i-Ge-shall-iRG+wse-tbe-foll-ow:i-ng 

Sttttatt8flS:---ft}--evi-Eleflee-ef-tRe-ex:j.stef1ee-ef-a-eeF1GeF1tFa.t;:j.ei:1-of-a:i-F-GORtilllltF1aRtS 

'tfl-aRy-f)l-aee-=i-R-the-state-that-:i-S-l:lFeseAtf.A§-aF1-:i-l!l111:i-ReF1t-a~d-s1:ibstaRt:i-al 

eRElaA§el"!lleflt-t:e-the-health-ef-1:lel"seAs-aRe-w=i-th-Fesl=leet-te-wh:i-G~-the-d:i-stF:i-et~gF 

Elistioiets-affeeteEl-a1"e-flet-taktF1!1-PeaseRaele-aet:i,eA-te-a0ate-tt1e-eaF1eeRtFat:i-eA-
. . . I 

ef-air-e~Ata111i-flafltst-f21-issHaF1ee-ef-a-ee1:111t-ePEleF-eF-f)assage-ef-afl·-v-,,geRey ·f 

stat1:1te-ei--1"esel1:1t iefl -ay-the-s-ta te-1:eg:is la tHPe-eJO-f eeeFa l-~eveFFllileRt- FeEjw-i F+ ~g 

'ifflllleEliate-aet:iefl-by-the-state-13eal"El-:iR-el"EleP-te-p.-eseFVe-tJ:ie-pwhl:i-e-healtby 
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•afety,-••-••••,..>-wel<a,e,-,.,-{al-••y-ethe•-•••••••..••••-•••••••••-•••-••J,,,, 
st:1ek-tkat-the-state-aeal"El-l"easeRaaly-bel -ieves-Uiat-4 t-:is-ReGes sa Fy-te- take 

-imffiedtate-aetteR-tfl-ePElel"-te-i,l"esel"ve-the-i,1:1al:ie-Rea~tRy-safetyy-eF-§eReFa+-we+faFeT 

69EHh--Net-ifieaHeFl-:--"'The-state-eeal"El-shaH-nlake-a-FeaseRa.s:Je-effeFt-tl;! 

§4 ve- l'let=tee- -i R-wl"-i t t R§-el"- el"aHy- te-al l-i,eFseRs-wl:le-may-ee-El4f'eetly-a .ff ee:te4-i ey 

the-state-lleal"e!s-i,l"e13eseel-aet4eA-4fl-el"EleF-that-sHeR-i,eFseRs-ff!ay-ae-i,FeseRt 
. . . I 

Elt:11"-iR§-tRe-emel"§eRey-ffieet-iR§r--Aet4eRs-takeR-j,H~1:1aRt-te-Se£t-ieRs-415QJ-4150$-ef 

the-Hea-H:h-aREl-&afety-€eele-shaH-ile-i,FeeeEleEl-ey-at--least-24-hEHws..:wF4tteR-el" i 

Ma.-l-flet-ie:e-te-the-eas4Rw4Ele-a4l"-j,eHti-t48fl-€8fltf'e-l-eeHR€4-l-,--if-aRyy-aflEl-te--tt:!e 

- affee:teEl-t:li st-l"-i et~;-;- --::rf:le-Ret-iee-sl:!a-l-l--iRe-l tiEle-a-statemeRt-e-f-.faets-wf.l..:i E:l:1-twe.i>eAteEI 

6QQl2r--PPeeeet:11"eSr--ARy-effieP§eRey-111eettR§-hele-i,t:1l"Sl:laRt-te-tR:iS-a1"t-iele 

shall-ee-eeRtl1:1etee-aeeel"a=iR§-te-U1e-f)l"eeeEl1:1res--ifl-Al"t-iele-l~evel"fl-iR~-l"e§1:1laP 

IReeUR§s-e.f-the-state-eeal"e..-

'.' 

6QQ+a--GeRftf'!!latieR-ef-Efflel"§eRey-AeUefl-..--W!:lePe-tf:le-state-aeal"El-takes 

e aet=ieR-1:1REleP-eFAel"§eRey-eeRa-itteRsraREl-s1:1eh-aeHeR-4s-s1:1ajeet-te-Gl:!afltel"-3..5 

{eeml!leRetR§-w:i th-SeeHeA-l+34Q~ 1 -Pal"t-+,-EHv-is-ieR-3,-T4Ue-2, -ef- the-6eve l"RFReRt I 
• I 

I 

€eEle,-the-state-aeaPa-e1"-the-EMee1:1t-ive-Qfftee1"-sRa++-eeRftPffl-s1:1eh-aet-ieH-with-iR 

l29-Elays-tR-aeeel"Elal'lee-w-itl:l-tl:!e-f)l"ev4steRs-ef-Gevel"RffleRt-Gede-Seet-ieR-+l34S.-+ 

=if-it--is-eletel"l!ltReel-tf:lat-U1e-aet:ieR-shet:1la-l:!ave-+e§a+-effeet-fep-mePe-tl=laR 
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-9~..--t-JAfe¥'e-5eefl-[l!leJ"~~:¥-~4.i -tAe-R.s~--fN- tl:!e-~¥"f.>0&e-ef-Se€,U 8'1--.:i+ll~ 

ef-the-GEl-verfl!neAt-(e~-aR,.t:1flfef'e-seeR-eme-r9ai£:¥-Wl:!.:i£l:!---sl:!a.:i.:i-J~-s-t.:i.f;;,-t-Ae-l:!-El-1.d.iJ1.9 

ef-a--f>l,l~.:i-£-ir.ee-t.:ifl9-w.:i-tl:!-.:ies-s--Uia-r:1-Me-weekl-s-flE>t.:i€e--sl:!a.:i.:i-.:it=1£.:i~ee-ttie-.f-El-1lo~ 
! 

s.:it1:1at.:iefls;--{a➔ -e>1.:ieefl£e-ef-the-eK.:i-steR£e-e-f-a-£eR£efltTat.:i-E>fl-ef-a.:iT-£ef'ltam:imR-t-s 

.:it=1-aR;;r-JHaee-.:iR-the--state-tl:!at-.:i-s-f)-re-seflt.:if1.g-af!-.:iF!lfl't.:if1eRt-afl4~-st1e-s-taRt.:ia.:i 

a:1.!aR9e-rnJeRt-te-tl:!e-l:!ea.:it&-ef-~T58-R5,-afle-w.:itl=I-Tes~&t-te-wl=H£h-the-e4-stT.:i£t 

-Ol"-e.:istT.:i€~5-a.f.f&tee-a~-flet-tak.:ifl§-Tea58-Rahle-a£t.:ie-R-te-aeate-the-£€1f1£el'l-t~a-t.:ir 

ef-a.:iT-£eRtam-iflaRt-s-.-{e-}-.:i-ss1:1aR£e-e.f-a-€~-.t-&¥'.!ef'-&-tJaS-sa9e-ef-aR-'-t1f'§efl€f !.. 
-s-tatt:1-te-&¥"-+-es&11:1t.:ieR--0¥-the--sta-te-.:ie~-s.:iat1:ffe-e-r--tl=le-.feeef'a-l-9e-vef'flffiel'lt 

T~t:1.:i+-.:iR9-.:iwilleEl.:iate-a£t4eR-½'-tl=le-:-5tate-£eaf'ti-.:iR-ti-raef'-te-fli"ese...-ve-tl=le-f)tt&l4e­

fleil..:i tl:t-;--saf e-t:Y,-aRtl-~efle.Ya.:J-we-l fa~- afl4-{£1- aAy-et!:te-r-set-ef-e.:i«t1fflS-t-al'lees 

-affet:-t.:iR§-a.:if'-t1t1a.:J4ty-st1e&--tl:!a-t--the-£t-ate-Bea«l-reastlflahly-re-=!4eves--tflut-4-t 

-i s- ReeesSilf''J- te:--teke-4~.:iet-e-ae-t4efl-4R- Elftler- -te- f)re5eNe- -tJaie:...f}tl&l-i e-fi-ett.:J-t-h; 

-safe-ty-,--afla-§ettef'a-l -we-l fa-re,, 

.- :_ ~ . : 939W-:- -Net4f 4ea-t.:i efl-. - -: :rt1e-5-t-a-te-&lai"6-st1a·H-Hta-ke- t1- ,-easefleltte- eff 6-rt--ttl 

- "§4-ve-R&t4ee-4R-w-M-t4fl§-&1"-&ra-l.:iy--te-a.:i.:i-~tlfls--tna-t-,nay-~d4-r-ee-t-ly-t1ffee-tetl 

ey- -tl=le-£tate--Bea.ftlJ -s-f)"f't)fle5ee- ae-t-i efl- 4fl- e-rde-r--tlla-t- -stiek- f!ei"Stll'l-s- may-~pres-ettt [ 

t!tl-r'i fl~ -the-emergefley- mee-t-i ft!t= 
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-SIJ8,CHJ\,P.J.E.R.J__ - .f.MERGENCY~ .MEE:r.J..NGS. 

9300Gr- -Sev-el"ftffleRt-b&Se -Seeti-eR-l H2.&r --Se&ti-eR-l l l:?a-ef-tl:le -Seve~ARIQAt 

b0Ele-~alReAElee-Statsr-l-97l,--bRr-l-latit-Statsr-l97h-(;l:lr-70g}-picev-i-des-es-fgUgws;. 

!!. l na&.-- -~a}--ll:le-state-a§eAey-sl:!al l-pice13aice-aR -a9,Hida-1'eic-a-nd-13ice\l i-de­

Aeti-ee-ei:-i-ts-meeti-A!Js-te-aA.)'-J!eFseR-wl'le-l"eEj1:1es ts-s1:1el:!-Reti-ee-i-R-wFi-ti-Ag. 

NeUee-sl:!all-ee-gi-veR-at-least-efte-week-i-R-aElvaRee-ef-al'td-sl:lall-i-Rel1,1Ele-tl'le 

ageftea-fe.,;-the-meeti-A!!r-f)l"evi-EleEl-that-efflePgeRey-1Reeti-Rgs-1Ray-ee-l:iel-El-wi-tl'I 

:i.ess-thaF1-eAe-wee!El.s-Reti-ee-wl:leR-s1:1el:l-1Reeti-R!!S-a'l'e-ReeessaPy-te-El:i-s6YSS 

i 
1:1Rfel"eseeA-e111el"geAey-eeREli-ti-ensr-as-Elef:i-ReEl-ey-131:1eli-sl:ied-1"1o1+e-ef~t1:ie-ageR6Y- I 

aEle13teEl-131:1l"s1:1aJ11t-te - t_l:le-13Fevi-s i-eRs-e f-1:;l:la pteF-4...5-~ee!!IReReiR9-w:j. tl:i-aeeHeR-llfn} 

ef-tl:l:i-s-pal"t.---ihe-ageREla-neeEI-Ret-:i-Rel1:1Ele-a-:i.ist-ef-aRy-wi-tResses-e*13eetee-te 

appeal"-at-tke-l!leeHRg... 

!! fe1--NeHee-sl:la :i. l-4Re l1:1Ele-tl:!e-itel!ls-ef-ln.1siRess-t0- l:le - tFaRsaeteEl-,-aRe 

Ae-4telll-sRall-ee-aEIEleEl-te-tl:!e-ageREia-s1:1eseei1:1eRt-t0-tl:!e-13..-ev4sieRs-ef-s1:1el:! 

Retiee;-aeseAt-1:1RfepeseeR-e1Re-,,geRey-eeREliti-eRs-,-as-13Fevieee-4R-s1:1eEl:i-v:i-s4eR-f~~T 

!!fe1--A-f)eFseR-1Ray-Feei1:1est-,-aREl-sl:lall-ee-13Fev4Elea-,-Ret4ee-p1:1Fs1:1aRt-te 

s1:1eEli 114 s:ieA-fa1-feF-al l-111eeHR§s-ef-tl'le-a§eRey.,-el"-eR ➔ Y- f e+"-'-a-s13ee4 f-iE-meeMRg 

el"-ffleet4Rgs..---iR-aaa4t4eR-;-at-tl'le-a§eRey!s-.e-isel"et-ie11,-a-tiel"seR-may-l"eEj1:1est, 

aREl-fflay-ee-fj1"8\li8eEl-,-Ret4ee-ef-eRly-tl'lese-a§eRey-meet4R§S-at-wl'l-iefl-a-fjal"t-ie1:1-1~l" 

s1i&;ieet-el"~Std:1;jeets-sf)ee4Hea--iR-tl:!e-l"eEjttest-w4ll-ee-E14se1:1sseEIT--A-Fe/;j1:1est-fe'I" 

Ret4ee-e.f-fflel"e-tl:!aR-eRe-ffleet4R§-ef-aR-a§eRey-shall-ee-s1:1e~eEt-te-tl:!e-f:l'l"ev-is-ieRs 

e.f-5eet4eA-l49ll-,.!! 

9399-1-,.--fJef'tR-=i H eRs.,- --As-1:1seEl--iR-tMs-s1:1eel:!af:)te!"-1 --{a1- -!!a-i-1"-eeRtam-htaR-t~ 

meaRS-f:)ell1:1taRts-El-is€Aaf'§eEl-4Rte-tl:!e-a-i'l"-fl"8ffl-afly-se1:1'1"ee-wMeA-may-el"ea-te-a 

ElaRgel"-te-f:)1:1014e-l:!ea-1th1--(e1-!!State-Beal"e!l""111eaRs-tl=le-£a1-i.fe'l"R-ia-A-i'1"-Rese1:1'l"ees! 

Beat"el!-aRfl-{e1-!!~Hst'l"-i et!!-meaRs-eaeh-ee-t1Rty-a-i'l"-f:l6 ➔ 1tttA eA- eeRtf"e-1-El-ist'l"-i et"' [ 

re§-i eRa1-a-il"-fle11t1t-i 0F1-eeRtl"e1- e-istl"-i et,-ttR-iHeEl-a.:i-!"-f)e-H 1:1t'i efl-t:eflt'l"&I- ~Ust-1"-i/et-



60003. Quorum. The presence of a majority of the total appointed 

members of the state board shall constitute a quorum. and formal decisions lshall 

be by vote of a majority of the quorum. No aetteR formal decision on any i 
I 

item shall be talteR made in the absence of a· quorum.::_ eMeef}t-Uiat-a-less~l" 
. ' 

R!:ll!IBel"-ef-meinaeJ>s-ff!ay-eeRt-i-R1:1e-a-i!!eeUR§-f1"affl-t-i-ffle-te-t-i-Hie-1:1Rt-i- :J.-a-Ej !:181"!:ll!I i, 

! 

-i- s-f}!"eseRt;-aiH:l-1Hay-l"eee:ive-+Rfet"mat:i-eR-eio-sta t1:1s~ i-ef:lel"ts -aR-ReR-aet:i-eR4tel1Hs.,. 

E:Mee1=1t-as-ethe1"W:ise-1:11"evaiEleEl-+R'-Q-i-v-i-s+eR-26-ef-tke-Hea¼th-a;iEI-Sa.fety-GeEle-e1!" 

iR-these-Pe§l:itat-teRs;-aet-i-eAs-ef-tke-state-aaal"El:skall-ae-ey-vete-ef-a-1Haje!J>-i-ty 

ef-tke-Ejl:i81"1:il!I.. 

Note_: Authority cited: Sections 39600 and 39601. Health and Safetv Code. 
Reference: FTC v. Flothill Products, 389 U.S. 179, 183 (1967}; 

ffia-Pharmacals v. Board of Pharmacy, 110 C.A.2d 82E 
(1952}; Robert's Rules of Order. 

6QQ94;- -Tes Li1uo11y-arrd- Record ,;;f- Pi oceed iugs .---{-a-}---I-t--~-the--booro'-s­

pcrttcy-1:tr-errcuuraye--arrd- -crl-~-+nter-es-~--peM-oos--t-o-~t:--oi"i!-1- -as--wecl-1-

* -wr-i-t-~ -tes-t-"i-rr!o-ey- -ttt--vub-1-i-c-~arri:l-meet-~-he-1--d- -by--the-b-o-a:l-d- --or-

too.~t:i-\te. ...O.f.!:i.ce.i:..- - ...0.1:a.l.. -tes.tiir.on.y.. ...s-l:la.l-l-...b.e. ...per..mi.tted-i.~ ..no. -l.a.te.~ 

!ha-n--1-&~i)f"l-frl"' -to- -the- -hea-t0'Hl~.--itfi- -i-rtrei-e-s-fied-1}e-l"50fl' -0!"---0U-1:y- --a-u-tool"i-:red­

~t-a-t:-~--5-tibnti-~-i-rt-wt"-i-e-i-ng,-to--the--boa--l"d-~~-a--~t:- -to--P,l"eSefl-~ 

Ol"'a"}-~t,i-fnort:t.---f:-~t,~-hee:-!",~ -he-}d- -pU·r"SW'll'~ -to, -See-t:-i-en- --4-l-650--o-f-fue­

ffe&Hl't-"itftd.--5-a-'fe-ey--C~,-wf'tetoe-;»-sueh--i-eque5-t:- -i-5-;-eee-i-ved-,-the--s-t-a-i:e--bo-a-l-d­

Ol">-the--E-~~i-ve--Off-i-cer,--a-s---t-he--ea-s-e---mey,-be-;- -s-oo-l-l---h-e:v-e--d-i--sere~i-oo- --eo--Hmi-~ 

i-n-"!:e-res--t-ed-~--eo--the- ·pI e:;ert~ti-on---c-f- -w-r"i--~~ -tes-Hrno:,y- --oo-1--y.-- -Tue­

eha-~,-o'l"'~-E-~H-ve--O-ffi-cer,- -rnay--~-re-a-s-onab-le--1-fmi-t-~i-on'S- -on-· 

the- --s-eope-,-~i-on-;- -and~-of p-i es-errta-t-l"O!l'-of- -ora--1- -tes--t-i-mcrny-.-..-fu-the­

e-ltten-t-praet-ie-a-b-1-e-;- -5Ueh- -l--i-11ti-t-a-t-i-ott-3"fta-1-}-be-set- -fur-th- -iit-t-he- -he-a-r-i-n-g- --not-tee-. 
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{h1--n1e-state-eea-rEl-may-spe€-'i.fy-the-eate-ey-wR.:i€R-€ffl"flefltS-Sl:l~F!1-'itte-el-.:if11 

WT-it.:iRg-111Yoit-be-J-e€e-i,,,eEl-.f~--the~tg..ee-€eRs-iEle.f"eEl,-p~G-V-iEleEl--tl:!.i-t.,-ex~ei;,t-.f~ 
I 

eme-rg~€Y- heaJ-.:iRgs-,- -tl:!e-- .de.i.l~ .:i Re-.fEl.f"-.f.:i -:i .:j fl§-WF-i-ttefl-€GmmeR-t-&- -sl:!a-l.'.1-tle-at-.:Je.i.i.it--

%--43ys-f-re111-the-Elate-ef-~ti.:i-i-e:at.:iefl-0f- tl:!e- s-ta.f f- -rera-rt..- -Af'.y--0eaEl-l.:i m!-:fe-r 

f'e€e-ifl,t-e.f-WJ".:i-t-teR--E:aRll!leRtoi-sl:!11-l.:J-ee-€eRta.:iReEl--iR-•U1e-l:lea-r.:iflS-Ret.:i€e.. ---Tl:!e-­

s-ta-te-tleaf'e-~l:!a-l.:J-a€€efi)t-:fe-r-€eRS.:iEle-!'"a-t.:iflR-wf'.:i-tteR-€elf!l!!E!fl-ts-sye!ll'itteEl-a.f-ta' 

tl:!e- Eleati-:1.:ifle-5~€-i .f.:i eil--iR--tJ:le-heaf"-'i fl§-fl-Ot-i €e-~t--1,y-tl:le-he,H'-ifl§-Elate-Em-a- Elet~-i.:i eEI 

f a€tl:la.:J-shew41'1§-tl:la-t--the- €elra!le&ts- €61:HEl-flet-J:ta,;e-heeR-f>l"~-iEletl-te-the-state­

~af'El-h;y-the-tleaEIHRe-!>)'-f"easefl- e:f-.fa£t&s-eeyafld-tJ:te-€oot-rtH - e.f--U~e- ~f'seR 

st1b11Ht-t.:iR§-the-£~ts,-afl&-tflat-the-£ef!iffiefl'ts-were-stleHHtteEl-as-a~e-s-i-t.:ietts.:Jf 

as--reasefliliHy-f)f'a€t-i£ab.:Je-.fe-l.:Jew-ifl§-the-ieatf.:14Re-: 

~ t:1--At-aA:Y-fltl&I~£- hea-r.:i fl§- he.:J El-fltli"Stiaflt-te-Hea-1-U,-aREI- ;afety-€eee 
'. 

&ecl.:i&l'l-4-1 ~-~ fl~ state-~a'l'tl-- -rev-i ew-e.f-flflflatta4flfflefl-t- a-rea- f}l-aRS-; 

~eRtat4v-es-.ff'effl-El4st-r.:iets-4fl€~t1t!e-el-~th4fl-the-fleflatta4fll!lefH:-a-rea-aftd 

tJie- Eles.:i§fhilteil- a4¥'-:-EJYa-14 ty- f)-1 aflR.:i R§- a §efl£y-s!:la1-l- !:lave-the-t"-i§At- te- €jtlest4 6ft 

aRa-se.:J-i€.:it-tes-t41!l9RY-f~eill-~Hal4f.:ieEl-l"€fll"eseR-tat4ves-e.f-the-state-eeaftl-staff 

"1'1-tl:!e-111at-te+--be-ifl§--€eRs.:iE1ef'e.h--:rl=le-s-ta-te-eeart!-may,-by-af·Hrl!ltlt4<te-<to-te­

ef-feH~-me111eel"S~-!l-la€e-l"easef1ab.:Je-~.:iHHts-eR-St1€R-f'.:i§At-:--W4th-regart!--te-any 

· .fKe€Ht.:i,,,e-Q.ff.:jeel"-flear.:iR§- !:le~ El-t1f16e1"-5eet4 efl-4-l 659,-the-state-beard-ffldy-'imposd 

St1eh-l4111-its-as-flal"t-ef-4ts-ee-l~at4on-te--the-£xeeut4\fe-0ff4eer= 

{El➔ -:-:n1e-fll"eeeee4 R§s-shaH-be-reeordetl- e-l eetronieii-l-ly-;- or-by-other­

1aflflf'81ll"iate-111eaAs-:--At-t1'1e- l"eEjttest-of-the- state-board,-the-£xeet:1t1 \fe-6ffi cer; 

eF-aF1y-4AteresteEl-13el"seA .- the-hea l'"t fl g-sha-l l-be- recorded- by-tt-cei-tifi ed-cottrt 

l"eflel"tet"-aREl-the-eest-t1'1ettof-boi-ne-by-the-person-mak;n~rthe-reqt1est: 

60098..-3..---R1:1-lemakiflg-H-le-;---for-e\fery-ru-lemaking-for-which-a-pt1b1ic-heari~g 

is-l"eEjtt4reEl-pt1rst1ant-to-€hapter-3=5-1eommeneing-with-Section-t-l3467,-Part-t, 

EHv4s'i61'1-3,-1it-le-2~of-the-6overnment-€ode-;-the-seeretary-of-the-state-b6ard­

sl1aH-ma4nta4n-a-fHe-as-reqttired-by-6o\'ernment-€ode-Seetion--lt34'1:'3-: 'T. 

( 
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60004. Record of Proceedings. (a) Board proceedings shall be recorded 

electronically, or by other appropriate means. The recording or transcript shall 

be made available to the public for review at the state board's rnain office. 

At the request of the state board, the executive officer, or any interested persop, · 

the proceedings shall be recorded by a certified court reporter and the cost. therrof 

borne by the person making the request. Upon a showing of need. economic hardship, 

and the public interest to. be served, any person may request. and the state boardl 

or executive officer may grant, a transcript of specified proceedings at state 

board expense. 

(b) For every rulemaking proceeding, the secretary of the state board 

shall maintain a file as required by Government Code Section 11347.3. 

lote: Authority cited: Section 39601, Health and Safety Code, 
Reference: Section 39E0O, Health and <:afety rode; :ections f25" et s~{!.,

and 11347. 3, Government Code. 

6Qggg..2.;._:._5tate111e11t-ef-ReaseRs-fe1"-P1"ef:lesea-R1:J:JeF11ak=ifl!J-..---fa1--Wl=lere-a 

J:ltlBHe-l:lea'l'=iR§-=iS-1"eE11:J=i1"ed-f:l1:Jl"S1:JaAt-te-6filaJ:1ter-3..5-fe8fflffleRe½R§-witfil-5eet:ie,i-:J:J.~4G1 
, l 

Pal"t-l,-B=i'l'=isieR-3,-Htle-2-af-tl=le-GeveioAffteAt-6eae,-tf:le-statel!!E!Rt-l'"eei1:J½1"e~ 

ey-Gavel"Rr.1e11t-6eae-Seettel'l-ll346.-7-sl:laH-ee-J:Jl"eaJ:Jl"ea-ey-tl:le-staff-ef-U1e-state·; 
' ' ' 

l:leaPcl-13l"tBl"-te-tl:le-Hffle-tf:le-AeHee-!"efel'"l"eEi-te-iR-SeetieR-li999lte1-ts-J:11:Jl:llisf:le~ 

aF1Ei-mase-avat:Jae:Je-te-tJ:1e-J:11:JBlte..---+l=le-F1et=iee-skall-=iAfel"l!l-tke-l"eaEleio-tl=tat-stlef:li 

statemeRt-f:las-eee11-13l"e13al'ea.. 

~e1--Pl"=ie1"-te-ftRal-aae13t=teA-sf-a-l"egt1laHeH,-tke"'.stat.effieF1t-skall-he-1:JJ'datieEI 

f:l!:ll"S1:1aRt-ta~GeyeioR!fleRt-6eele-Seet½eR-ll346.,.'7..-
. -~, - • ~ . j 
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G0005.--Staff-Repeiots.--{a~--Wl:ieFe-a-p1,1b+:iG-lleaio:iR9-by-tlle-state-b0aiod 

i S-l'eq1,1:i l'E!d-by- .:i aw.,-01'-wl:ie R-~lle-E~e,1,1:t:h1e- QfU ,eio-pl"epese s -ta-take-aet:i eR 

fe.:J.:Jew:iR!f-a-p1;1b.:J:iG-Reaio:iR9-eio-p1,1bHe-Gelllll!eRt-peFfad.,-a-staf.f-ioep0¥"t.,-te9etllei, 
. . 

w:itll- tlle- pr:-epesed-101,11e., -Fe91,1lat:i 01:i.,-ei,d,n,-,-0l"-s taReaFEl.,-sl:la+l-be-pFepal"ed- aRe 

p11b+:isl:led-by-U1e-staf.f-ef-tlle-state-bea1'EI.. --Wl:lei:-e-a-p1,1b+:iE-l:ieal":iR9-:is-i:-e1:1q:iFed i 

p1,1ios 1,1aRt-te-U1e-i:-eq1:1:i l"emeRts-e.f-tl:!a ptel"-3..5-{Ge~eRe:iRg-w':i tl:t- ~eGt:i eR- + 4 340~-,-

Pal"t- 4-Q4v:is:i eR- 3-, -+:iUe- 2-ef- tl:ie-Geveml!IEffit-teEleT-tl:le-staff- r:-ef}eFt-sl:ia+ l-be---! 

f}YbHsheEl:-at-lea s-t-4§-Elays-befeFe-the-Elate-ef-tlle-131:1bHe-l:i.ea-F-i R§-;-- - FeF-al l-etl'l~f"­

fH:1bl:ie-f:leal':iR§S"J-tf:le-staf f-l"epaFts-sl'!a+:J-be--f}1:1!:l:J :isl:ler:l-at-least-3Q-Elays-eefel"e 

tl:ie-Elate-ef-the-1:11:1eHe-f:lea1':iF19'"--NetwHf:lstaF1e=iF19-tl:ie--feFe9e4R9-pl"ev:is:ieF1s;-:i.f 

tlle-state-eeaFEl-f}l"e13eses-te- take-emeF9e1H,y-aet:iel'l-a fteF-p1:1bH e- f:iea!":i A§, -4 fl€i 1:1el:iF19-

e1:1t-Ret- :J :im:i teEl-te-aet-i eR-f!l:ll"St1aRt-te-GeveFRmeRt-teae-SeeHaA-l l 346-,. :t {a➔- aREl-the 

emeF9eREY-f}Fev-is-ieRs-ef-Healtl=l-aRe-Safety-teae-Seet4aR-4l592,-tf:ie-staff-Fef)ef't, 

shaH-1:!e-f)1:1!:tl4s!=lee-as-eai-:Jy-as-,-ease11aMy-f)!"aet-iea0le-p!"iel"-:-te-the-p1:1blie-henr,l'I§-: 

Staff-l"el='ei-ts-shaH-he-Msti-i e1:1teel-te-aH- gevef'RffieAta :t-a!}efle4 es-hav4Rg-;i 1:1 f"i sd-i eU efl 

ey-:Jaw-w-itl:i-respeet-te- tlle-1!'1"81!'6Seel-aeHv4ty-afla- te-pel"Sefls-whe- have-Fef! ttested 

stteh-Yef)ef'ts-: 

~a ➔ -- -:E:l<eept-f el"- eleet:1ffief!ts-Eletel"l'fli fleEl-te-ee- a-tl"aEle-s eeret-f)t:1f'S ttaflt- te 

e 5eet:ieAs-9:JQQ9-et-seEj-,.,-ef-Ht-le-l1-.-€a14f'el"fl4a-Ael1114fl4strat4ve-€eEle,-er-eeet:1me1H:s 

etl'lel"W4se-e:l<e1RJ:lt-ff'8111-Ei4 seles1:11"e- f)l:ll"St:1aflt-te,-t"1e- P1:1!1He-Reeeyds-Aet-'--( 6ev.-€ede : 

5ees7-6259-et-seei7 ➔ ;-ee1=14es-ef- aeet1meRts-rev4 eweel-4 R-eef111eeti eR-w4 th- the 

eeRs-'idel"at:i_eR-ef-isst1es-Elise1:1ssed-4R-staff-reports,-aRd-writ¾:eR-eoffllflents-reeei-J,ed 

from-; nterested-persons,-shaH- be-maee-ava-H ttb-1 e- for-in!!lpeett on-and-cor,1i ng-t2pon 

ttquest. 
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{c::}--lt-:is-tbe_polic.l,!-Of_tbe_state_board_ta_prodde_il_reasonable 

-OWo,r~-ty-.f-0-r-..i-nter.ew.d.-p.!.r.s®S-.to..r-.e~dew..4!LCL.co:r.meflt--upoo--s-t-a.f.f--ril-p{)r-t&-

-prep-a-red--cn-·H-ems~ -f-or-whid1--e-- f)t»l+c- -tie-a-r-iflg--i-s- ~-re&.---lhe-fle:t-:i-e-e- -f'ee!~p,(l,. 

-b:Y--6&-t4-oo--600Q.:l--sl:lil-i~-.t-he:r-ef-or-e-~..i.b.e.-~-lllil+lllel"-..ii:1-.wh.ich. .a_s..ta.f.f_ .rep.or.tj. 

11ltl'y"~-obtc-ined-- -for- revi-ew-1tml-~"Oflauetrt, ·-attd-'-gerrern1--sttbj-ect-matter-11-dtlres-s-e-dj­

..:j-n,. -the---sta.f..f--r-epor-t-~-t-OO--S-f)€£.:i.f-i-E:--s-t-a..f..f- -pe-r-s-00--t-0-WOO!l}--the--r~- .f-or-,3:-- • 

-C-Of):Y--a-R4--<l.Jl3'---C-OR1IIJM.t...-s-41-1--be-~ 

-(,4.--l-t-..:i-s---the--.po.1..i-e~ -O:f--t-he--s-ta4:e--ooa-ra- .t-0--prepa-re--s.:t-a..f..f--repor-t-s---fo- -a 

lllaMer--C~~~-t-1+--tl:le-~-r-Ol'ltlleFlt~--pr-eta:-t-ioo-twrp&.;€-5- -0:f- -the- -s-t-a-te­

-ooa-ril-!-s-~.1-t-0r:Y--pr~-affr.-a~~-t-1+--t-he-~s--a~ f»!.:i£-ies- -0:f--t-he-{-a-H..f-om-i~ . 

.f-fllr'.:i-Nlfl!IIE!A't~--Q,ua-H-t~AE:-t--{-Cf~-- .P-uhl-i-c- -RM-Elttt"€:es-{-E>-Ele--&et:t-i-oos-' -2-i-000- ,et.:.-s~ ➔,. - · 

-l-he-refer-e-,--a-H--s-t-a..f.f~-r-ep&r't-s--sha.:i-1- £-oot-a-ifl- v- ~-r-ipt-i6fl- -of- t-he-f)rt}P65-ed- itet1-ot1 

-ilfl-e-.:ifl--a- -se-para-t-e--s&-t-i t>fl;- ufl- ~-ses-sfflefl-t- -of- -afl't-ic-i-pa-t-ed--s+§-fl-i-f-i-t:-aflt- ·lt:>fl'fr-&r . , 

-s~--t-e-rm--a&Ye¥"-se- ~-f'OOfllefl-t-a-1--itnpa£-t-s- -a-s-sec+at-et!- wH-h--the- ~-ed--a-ct-i~ , 

-ilfl-e--a-w«-iM-t-~:j'S.:i-s---of--t-1:les-e--impa.£-t-S-,- -:r-he--ad-v-erse--impa.-e-t-s--t-o--be-t:t>flS-i-deJeti 

-a-r-e-il-fr&-t--affEI--iflfl.:i-ree-t-.ef.fect-s--oo-:=1-aoo-;- -a-i~-wa-ter.--a-oo-ffl'ifle-ra-1-s--(-i ftcltltHftg-

~-stlf)FH:Y-t>r-trSe-.- .f-1-&rd-,- ·filtlflil.- fltH-s-e-,- -aftf}- clr,jec-t-s- -ef-h-i-s-tt}Ne- 'or- -a~-thet+c 

.. -S-i-g,-H .f-iCiiM~-=---l-1:l-e- uflu-1 y-s-i-s- -s-i<la-1-1- "fttidre5-S-:pt>S-S-i &le- !!14-t-i-gd"t-i-on- ffled-SttreS-tlfld i 

' 
! 

-a-1-teffla-t-i-Ye-S-t-o- -t-h-e-~-ed--a-c-t-i-oo- ttfl-d--afl;Y--i-rrevers-i&le-eft\o9-l"OflflleM-a-1--d'l-6.-l'l,ge'S- . 

er--gtG-wtfHfletM:4 fi§-4 mpa.-c-t-s-. 

-(~--:r-he---£-Kecttt-i-v-e--Of.f-i-c-er- -s-h-a-1-1- f>re-5£-N be- ,gtJ-i tlel-i t1es- -f-m-- -re-if00tlf'5-emeflt , 

-Of- -t-l=!e--s-t-at-e-~-s--t:~t--of- c-ElfflfH-i-am-e--wft-h- -soos-et:-t-=i-E>fl-{u1,--ft>r- -t-he--f~- i 

-Of--s-t-a.f..f--¥'ef)ef't-s,--afl-El--st.1£-h-t>t~ f'e-1-atea- ~-refl1efl-t-s- -a-s- -01-e- f~-ewt-i 'If:- tlff-i-eeir 

-deems-ti~-a-te. 
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the environmdnt. 

Safetv C:ndP. 

6QQQS: Staff Reports. (a) Where a public hearing is required by law 

- or where the action contempiated may have a significant effect on 

a staff report, together with the proposed rule, regulation, order, standard 

or plan shall be prepared and published by the staff of the state board. 

For rulemaking proceedings governed by the Administrative Procedure Act, 
the staff report shall be published at least 45 days before the date of the 

pu.blic hearing. For all other suc·h proceedings, the staff report shall be 

published as early as reasonably practicable prior to the proceeding. Staff 

re orts shall be available for· ublic review and comment and shall be distributed 

· to all governmental agencies having jurisdiction by law over the proposed 

activity and to persons who have requested such reports. 

ill· -· · 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 

Envi ronmenta1 Code Sections 21000 et se 

All staff reports shall contain a description of the proposed action, an 
i 

assessment of anticipated significant long or short term adverse and beneficial! 

environmental impacts associated with the proposed action and a succinct 

analysis of those impacts. The analysis shall address feasible mitigation 

measures and feasible alternatives to the proposed action which would substantlally 

reduce any significant adverse impact identified. 
Note: Authority cited: Sections 39600 and 39601. Health and 

Reference: Section 21080.5. Public Resources Code. 
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i 
I 

69996:---Ellvtl"elll!leRtal-Altel"RaH-,es:---Afly-aetteH-fel"-Wl=itell-a-1n-1eHe-l=ieal"=tF1' 

ey-U1e-state-sea!"d-ts-l"eEjt:1=tl"ea-l,y-law.-el"-fe1"-w!liek-aR-Exee1:1ttve-8fHeei--131:1hltJ
• ' i 

lleal"tl'l9-81"-€8F.lffleRt-j:1el"teti-ts-Hkewise-1"eEjt:1t1"eEl;-aRd-fel"-Wktek-S-t§R.=tHeaRt-aevefse 

el'lvil"el'lli'.eRtal-effeets-llave-seeR-hleRt:if:i.ee-e1:1i-tl'l§-tlle-keal"-tfl§;-ska¼l-Ret-se I 

- . - I 
a1:1fll"evea-el"-aae1:1tea-as-1:1!'8flesea-if-tkel"e-ai-e-fieasis¼e-a¼tel"l'latives-eio-feastble! 

• • 'i 

1nitt§aHeF1-r.1eas1:1l"es-aYa=Haele-wl=i=i-ek-wet1ltl-s1:1esta1,t=ial¼y-¼esseR-ar1y-si§R=tfi-eaRt 

aElvel"se-tff!J!aet-wh=tek-tke-aette11-ffiay-l=iave-eR-tke-e.flv=tl"eRffieRt~---Ftll"-flt1l"fl6Ses-ef 

U1fs-s1:1sseet=i-efl,-!!.feasfele!!-ffleaRs-ea(:lasle'-ef-se=i-R§-aeeeffl13Hsl=lee-+R-a-sl:leeessft:1~ 

lflaRl'le1"-witl:!iR-a-1"easeRasle-i;ie!"ted-ef-t=i-lfle,-tak=tR§-tflte-aeeeHRt'--eeeR6fll-te-; i 

e1wil"eRmeF1tal;-see=i-al,-aAa-tee!srnele§teal-faetei-s,-aF1tl-eeRststeRt-w4-th-tl=te-statf 

seal"ais-¼e§tslat=i-Yely-lflaReatEMi-l"eSf18RStbilities-aRtl-et1ties~ 

Adopt: 

60006. Environmental Alternatives. Any action or proposal for which 

significant adverse environmental impacts have been identified during the 

review process shall not be approved or adopted as proposed if there are feasible 

mitigation measures or feasible alternatives available which would substantial~y 
! 

reduce such adverse impact. For purposes of this section, "feasible" .means 

capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable periob 

of time taking into account economic, environmental, social. and technological! 

factors, and consistent with the state board's legislatively mandated 

responsibilities and duties.; 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 39E00 and 39601, Health and Safety Code. 
ReferencP: SPr.tinn 71nRn.~, Pu~lic 
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c;g;;r:;ei:.ts-ai::e -Fese :i-v.ed-a t-a-s~ate -bsa,=e-pwbl i-,;..J:;~ i=:j.i:ig-ei=-b_y-wi:i-tt0R-GGIIIIRYR i-Gi.t ioR 
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i,ii:ei,es-es-sea.i=s-11,sti-eR,.-tJ:ie-sbff~ef-tl.9-state-bear::d-sllall-sWRlllai:i;i;e-aRd-FespeRd 

te-tl:ie-se;;;;;ei:its-at-tl:ie-p1,1bU.i;-tieaF:i-R9-0f-tlle-state-b0ar::d,--ei-tl:lei::-ei:ally-0i:-iR--a 
. . • . • ·__ I 

' 

SYflf)le;;ei:.tal--wFi-ttei:i-i:ep0i:t .. --P:ii:1al-ast:i-eR-8R-aRy-pi::spesal-fei::-wbic;b-s:i-9i:1:i-f:i.c;adt 
I 

advei:se-ei:1vi-FeR.:ieRhl--effests-be1,ve-beeR-:i.d0Rt:i-fi-ed41Ji1.ll-:i-Rc;l1,1i;le.a-wi::i.tteR I 

FespeRse-te-si-si:ii-fi-sai:1t-ei:1v-i-FeR.:1eRtal-pei-i:1ts-i:ai-sed-dui:i-Rg~the-beai::i-R9,.-eitbei: 

i-i:1-e1,-fgl';;lal-i:esel1:1ti.ei:1-ef-tl:!e-state-bsai:d-si:-etl:iei::-wi:i-ttei:1-st;i,ta1Re-~t-adepted 

by-tl:!e-state-beai::d.---il:!e-wi::i-ttei:1-FespeRse-11111st-be-app,::eved-by-t~e-state-bgai::d 

sefei=e-~;.i:i.,,1--asti-ei:1-;.s-~akeR,.-eF-ti:le-stat&-beaFd-111a_y-de-l&9at&-tg-tbe-f;xer;11t:i.v1ai 

Qffisei:,-tl:ie-i:esp0Rsi-bi-l-i-ty-f0F-i1ppF0¥i-R9-tl:ui-wFitt0R-F8SpORSQ.,: ...Rd-fgr:..:tak:i.Rg­

aGti-0R-G8RS:i.stei:1t-tl:lei::ew:i-tb .. 

. {b}--Neti-,;;.e..Qf-tb&-desi-si-eR-ef--ti:le..;statQ-beai::d-gR-•RY--<1,;;t:i.gR-Feq1.1ii:Qd-to­

be-takeR-at-a-pwbl:i.;-l:leai::i-R9-aRd-:i.Rvelvir:19-tbe-adgptf.gR,.-am0RdmeRt-ei::-i::epeal~of 

a-i::11le,.-i:e91,1lat:i-0R,.-ei:eei:-0i::-staRdaFd,.-sl:iall--be-fi-led-witl:t-SesF9tilFy-of-tb.i 

Res01:1Fses-Agei:i;y,.-tg-be-pestei;l-fgi=-p1.1bl:i.,;;-:i.Rsper;tigr:1-foi::-a-PQi::i.gd-Gf-JO-di1ys. 

e0003.. -ixec;11t:i.ve-Offi-sei:,-RespeRse-te-lir:1v.:i.,::01:u:119r:1tal-Asses$JileRt.--(a}--lf e GOlll!neRts-i::e4t:i.i:19-te-si9R:i.fi-;ar:it-eRv:i-i:or:illleRtal--:i-ss1.1es-i::aised--by-tbe-p,::epe»8d 

a;tiaR-ai:e-i:es0:i.ved-at-f;xes1,1t:i.ve-Off:i-c;;eF-p1:1blic;-beai:::i-R9-oi:::-d1,n::ir:19-il-,;;Q!RIR9Rt 

peFied-pei:1diR9-i::1:1le-!llak:i-R9-asti8R-by-tl:le-f;xec;11tive-Off:j.r;ei::,.-tbe-stilff_gf-tb9 

state-beai::d-sl:ia+l-pi::epai:e,.-ai:1d-tb8-f;xes1.1tive-Offisei:-sbal-l--appF8V8-aRd-iss1.1e,. 

. i 

{!;,}--NetiGe-Gf-tl:le-desi-si-oR-ef:..t1:ie-f;xec;11tive~Offic;;eF-OR:-eRj1-ar;tior:1-iRv.ehi~9 . 
. '.. • i . 

tbe-adeptieR,--a1R0Ri;l111eRt-oF-Fepe.,,l-9f-a-i::ule,.-Feg1.1l-atioR,--oi:dei::-oi::-~star:1dai::d-sbi1l-~ 

se-f:i-le.l-witl.-tl.e-SesFetai::_y-gf_tbe-Resoui::sas-Age1u;y,.-to-ba-pgst0d-foi::-p1.1bli~ 

i 
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60007. Response to -'Environmental Assessment (a) If comments are 

received during the evaluation process which raise significant environmental'i 

issues associated with the proposed action, the staff shall summarize 
. I 

and respond to the comments either orally or in a supplemental written repor!f;. 

Prior to taking final action on any proposal for which significant environmental 

issues have been raised, the decision maker shall approve a written response 
1 

to each such issue. 

(b) Notice of the final action and the written response to significantj 
i 

environmental issues raised shall be filed with the Secretary of the Resources 

Agency for public inspection.-·· 

Note: Authority cited: . Sections 39600 and 39601, Health and Safety Coi;ie. 

Reference: Section 21080.5, Public Resources Co~c. 

- 60008.l..- Local 0istrict-1:Rfel"eemeRt-aRa Amendment of Regulations 

Adopted by State Board. (a} ARY-J:ll"8§l"am-el"-J:l8l"tie11-tltel"eef-el"-l"t:1le-al" 

Pe§!ltat=tel'I-Wl'l½elt-tJ:ie-state-eeal"El-aEleJ:1ts-fel"-a-El=tsti>iet,-J:lt:1l"St:1aAt-te-HeaHk-aREI 

Safety-6eee-Seet=teR-4945t-el"-4t594,-shaH-ee-e11fel"eeEl-by-tl=!e-El:fstl"½et-as-leR§ 

- as-s!leR-~l"e§l"aa-el"-l"lite-el"-l"e§t:1latie11-l"ema=tRs-i11-effeet~ For one year after 

the state board's adoption for a district of any program or portion thereof or. 

rule, or regulation, any amendment by a district pursuant to its own regulations; 

of such program or portion therof or rule, or regulation,_ shall not be effective 

for any purpose unless and until the state board finds that such amendment will 

not interfere with the district's ability to achieve and maintain the state's 

ambient air quality standards. The state board may at any time, by resolution 
i 

adopted either on its own motion or at the request of an affected district, exemp~ 
' 

from the provisions of this section any program or portion thereof or rule, or 

- regulation adopted by it for a local district. 
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- (b} Upon amendment by a district, within the one-year period provided in 

paragraph (a}, of a program o~purtion thereof or rule, or regulation, adopted fpr 

it by the state board, the district shall file such amendment with the General 

Counsel of the state tioal"d, accompanied by a request for review pursuant to this, 
I 

section. Within thirt (30) days of such filing, the board's executive officer ! 

shall review the amendment for the purpose of making the state board finding 

set forth in paragraph (a). In the event the executive officer finds that the 

amendments do not satisfy the requirements of paragraph (a}. the executive 

officer shall notify the district in writing of such finding and set forth the 

- _ specific reasons therefor. Unless the executive officer so notifies the distri¢t 

within the thirty-day period specified herein, the state board shall be deemed 

to have made the finding set forth in paragraph (a} of this. section. 

(c) The determination of the executive officer pursuant to paragraph (b} 

of this section shall be reviewable by the state board pursuant to HeaHl'l-'-aRa 

Safety-teee-SeeHeR-395l5{e ➔ -aRe the procedures set forth in Sections 60020-60023 

of Title 17 of the California Administrative Code . 

. 
Note: Authority cited: Sections 39600, 39601 and 41504, Health and $afety coJe. 

Reference: Sections 39002. 39500, 39600 and 41500, Health and Safety C~de. 

600aG:---Peti-ti-eR-fe1"-Beal"EI-Revi-ew-0f-E;xeG1:.1ti-va-Gffi-Gsr:-AGtior:.s.; 

'Hme-fel"-FHi-R!Jr-fal- -ARy-affeetee-memaeF-ef-tl:ie -p1:.11.ll-i-G ,- -af feGted-a i-r:-poi l1.1tio~ 

eel'ltl"el'"dtst.,.-iet,-el"-eesi-§Ratee-ai-F-q1:.1ali-ty-plaimi-R9-a9eR1.y-may-pet:i.tioR-t!:le 

st:ate-eea1"d-te-J"evtew-a1ty-aette1t-takeR-by-tl:ie-exe1.11t:i.ve-eff:i.GeP-l"elat:iRf-te­

aAy-ef-tRe-fellewiR§t 

,El¼--aeHeR-takeA-f:lt:11"st:1aRt-te-See-Ue1t-404!il-( Fev:i.ew-ef-,u;t:i.eR-eF-fa :i. lui:-e 

to-aet-by-the-S€A~M9-Beal"d-➔ ~-seet-ieA-4Q4&e-{Fev-iew-ef-the-~CAQMO-si~-q1.1aJjty 

1'iani,-Seet-i el'l-4Hi83-{es4:aa~ 4sJ!meRt-ef-a-1:ias-iRW4 ee-a-i F-pe.1.1 ut:i. eR-G0RtJ"ol-pl .ii:i.} ~ 
i 
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··, 

Seet-ion-41594-{estae1'isl'tmeRt-ef-a-fll"tlsf'affi-J-f't1-les-.-EH'-re91:1-lat.:iGRS-fg¥"-a-di~t.r:-ic\tJ., 

~nrl-5eetiei,-41585-{asst1fflf)tiefl-&f-the-eRfef'£emeRt-fleWef's-ef-a-d.:ist¥'.:i~t1~-

{i➔ --orc1ers-1s5t1etl--t:it1YS.t1e.flt-te-5et:t4tm- 4l£Gl-{-re-v4 ew-Q.f-a- l;i.i-s.:i Rwi'1e-~~.ti-Q.l 

rn-an-fur--re--ti-s·foti--te-aeh-i~e.ttEl-fflaiflti:1-'i&-UAAQ.S-h-~eet.:iefl-4'.l«l2-{-re¥.:iew-0t-a 

ha.s'iflw-:itf.e---eettt-ro:J-f>-1-afl-.f-er--re-v.;js.:iefl'-•te--ad:i.:i-e-ve-aflil-maiRta.:i-R-state--s-ta.oo«-r:d.s~-; 

ufttl--~t'i-ofl-4:fW3-{rev-is'i et1- e-f~ a-4ist-r4£-t~ f}r~am- to. .:j ttlfHemel'l-t--tlle-~s.:j,AW.:j.de 

-t:Oflt-r&l- f)1-ttft11-ilfl&-
1 

• ~-3-)--a-ct:-i~-t-ak~i>ttt'S-uafl-t--t-0--sec-t.:ioos-4:fWJ.,.-4:f~5-l-,-a~4-1~_.·.-.{-r~-~e::t""_.. ··.. .· 

-re-V'!-s-1-00--cf- ~-t-a·H'lfllE!flt-~-p,:!ttfl-5--t-0-il-5-5-Ure-£-O!lliH+am:-e-~~ -the--r-e.qu.:i-r. 
·- -

'Of- -t-he--C-leetn-M-r--Acl-}. 
i 

·(-b-}---h-,y--s-tJcll--pet-i~-ioo--R!U5-t--be--f'e£~.yed..-by--t-he--s-t-at-e--bwr-d-.,~-or...-.:i-f-~-l1-

-pos-tffl!tt-ked--no-"1'tH:-er--t~-t-h4-f't-_y--{-30-}-~..f-r-om--the--da-te--of--the-..x;.t.i.oo.-&OUgJlt ' 

-t:o--be- ·rev+ewech 

-{-c-}---Aey-il:'H"--pof-M-fon--c-oot-rol--<1-i-s-t-f"i-c-ty-a-i-r--q.tHH.:i-t-:Y-i>-l-aon4-ng-~-0r-

11ierr.ber--of--t-he-~-5hitt-l-,--upon--t-he--f-i-Hng--w-i-t-h--t-he--boa-r-d--&eer-eta.r,¥--o.f--a-­

"Wr'i-ttetr-reques-t--for--not-i-ce--of--a--s-pee-i-f-i-<:-~-ut-i-ve---of-f-i-c-e-r--a<rt-i-oo,,--be--rna-i-1.&d. 

notice- -of--such--a-ct-1-oo,-ttt- -t-he- -t-i-me- -i-t- -~ -t-i::k-en-. 

Article 2.. State Board Review of Executive Officer Actions 

60020.. Petition.. (a) A petition to the state board for review of action 

taken by the executive officer relatinq to the matters set forth in Health an~ 

Safety Code Section 39515(c) must be received by the state board or postmarke(l 

no later than thirty (30) days from the date of the action sought to be revieWed. 

(b) Any air pollution control district. air quality p~anning agency. or 

member of the public shall. upon written request to the Board Secretary, be 

mailed notice of such executive officer action at the time it is taken. 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 396')0 and ::~rrn. !-!f'"lth and Safety Code. 

Reference: Section 39515, Health and Safety Code. 
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- 60021. Scheduling of Board Review; Procedure for Stay. (a} Upon 

receipt of a petition for reyiew of an Executive Officer action, the matter 

sha 11 be placed on the agenda of the next regularly scheduled board meeting 

to take place at least ten (lO} days following receipt of the petition, a 

notice shall be promptly mailed to the petitioner and to all parties who 

participated in any Executive Officer hearing on the action being reviewed. 

(b) The Executive Officer action shall remain in full force and effect p • 

pending state board review unless petition for review demonstrates to the 

satisfaction of the Executive Officer that a stay of the action is needed to 

- prevent irreparable injury to the public or an affected member thereof. If, 

in its initial consideration of a petition for review, the board does not take 

final action on the petition, or at any other time, the· board may, at the 

request of the petitioner or on its own motion, grant a stay of the Executive 

Officer action pending final board action. 

(c) The board or the Executive Officer shall have the power, on a showin~ 

of good cause by the petitioner, to continue the hearing on the petition to th~ 

next regularly scheduled board meeting following the meeting at which the 

petition is originally scheduled for hearing. 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 39600 and 39601, Health and Safety Code. 

Reference: Section 39515, Health and Safety Code. 
i. --•..·.. ~ -·• 

,; ' 60022. Record Before the State Board. (a) · The_ state board shall reviJw 

the executive officer action based upon (l} the record on which the executive 

officer action was based; and (2) the contents of the petition(s} requesting 

state board review. Additionally, where the state board determines that 

additional evidence is necessary to its review of the action of the executive 

officer. it may consider such new evidence. provided that all interested perJons 
I 

who participated in any proceeding before the executive officer are given at 
I 

I 

least fifteen (15) days to respond to any evidence accepted by the board. 

1' 
i 
I 



I 

person desiring the board to consider new evidence sha11 submit such evidenc~ 

in writing no later than three (3) days prior to the hearing. Where the executive 

officer acted pursuant to· a hearing, only persons who participated in the he~ring 

may submit new evidence to the board. 

(b} At the hearing at which the board con~iders the petition, the pe~itioner 

sha11 be afforded the opportunity to comment in support of the petition. 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 39600 and 39601, Health and Safety Code. 
Reference: Section 39515, Health and Safety Code. 

60023. State Board Action on Review. Upon completing its review of the 

executive officer action, the state board may: 

(l) affi nn the action of the executive officer; or 

(2) set aside.-or modify the action of the executive officer; or 

(3) direct the executive officer to take appropriate action as directe~ by 

the state board. •/ I 
I 
1Note: Authority cited: Sections 39600 and 39601. Health and Safety Code. ! 

Reference: Section 39515. Health and Safety Code. 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Adoption, Repeal, and Amendment of Regulations 
Governing Air Resources Board Administrative Procedures Contained in 
Title 17, California Administrative Code, Sections 60000-60023 and 
93000-93003. 

Agenda Item No: 81-19-2 

Public Hearing Date: September 24, 1981 

Response Date: September 24, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: No comments were received identifying any environmental issues 
pertaining to this item. The staff report also identified no 
environmental issues. 

Response: N/A 

CERTIFIED: Ri:Gt'iVED BY 
0,fice of the Secretary 

OCT O 7 1981 
Date: 

Resources Agency of California 



St!'te ef,Galifornia 

Memorandum .. Huey D. Johnson Date : April 6, 1981 
Secretary
Resources Agency Subjecl: 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 col!ITients raised during the comment period. 

h~ RECEIVED BY 
Office of the Secretary 

OCT 0 7 1981 
! 

BOARD SECRETARY I 

Resources Agency of California 

Attachments 
Resolution 81-46

111111., 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-62 

October 22, 1981 

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 1046-86 entitled 
"Visibility Reduction as Related to Aerosol Constituents," has been 
submitted by the Air and Industrial Hygiene Laboratory, California 
Department 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 1046-86 entitled, "Visibility Reduction as Related to 
Aerosol Constituents," submitted by the Air and Industrial Hygiene 
Laboratory, California Department of Health Services, for a total 
amount not to exceed $170,284; 

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

Proposal Number 1046-86 entitled, "Visibility Reduction as Related to, 
Aerosol Constituents," submitted by the Air and Industrial Hygiene 
Laboratory, California Department of Health Services, for a total 
amount not to exceed $170,284, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminis1 
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for I 

the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $170,284. 

I certify that the above is a true 
and correct copy of Resolution 81-62 1 

as adopted by the Air Resources Board. 



ITEM: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

ITEM NO: 81-22-2b.l 
DATE: October 22 1981 

Research Proposal No. 1046-86 entitled "Visibility 
Reduction as Related to Aerosol Constituents". 

Adopt Resolution 81-62 approving Proposal No. 1046-
86 for funding in an amount not to exceed $170,284. 

Visibility reduction caused by air pollution, in . 
addition to being an aesthetic blight, is linked to 
acid precipitation and possible adverse health effec~s. and 
it may result in significant economic losses either 
direct or indirect. California experiences both 
the best and poorest visibility conditions in the 
country, and a recent ARB sponsored study has 
shown that the poor visibility conditions result 
largely from poor air quality rather than being 
purely a meteorological phenomenon. 

Several recent studies have attempted to relate air 
quality measurements to light extinction. However, 
recent research has shown that measurements of 

1 

I 

particulate nitrate and sulfate are prone to errors 
because of artifact loss and/or formation of sulfates 
and nitrates on filter surfaces. The Air and 
Industrial Hygiene Laboratory has just completed 
two successful research projects for the Air Resources 
Board that are helping to identify and to minimize a~tifact 
occurrence in sulfate and nitrate particle analysis. 1 

Only recently have atmospheric researchers begun to 
understand the importance of carbonaceous particulate 
matter in visibility reduction. Primary carbon 
particulate emissions will increase drastically as 
dieselization of the light duty motor vehicle fleet . 
occurs. Also, the role of water vapor and its effec~ 
on light scattering by particles has been confounded i 

by possible sampling artifacts, and as a result, it 
is not yet well understood. 

The objectives of this one-year study are to: 1) deter­
mine the relationship between visibility reduction and 
aerosol and gas concentrations under minimum artifact 
sampling conditions, 2) determine the total light 
extinction caused by scattering and absorption of 
light in the Bay Area and South Coast Air Basin, 
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3) measure the gaseous components which serve as 
precursors to visibility reducing particles, and 
4) continue field measurements which will contri­
bute to our ability to reduce sampling errors still 
further. 

The proposed objectives will be accomplished through
laboratory development of measurement techniques,
field measurements at three urban sites for six 
days, and sample analysis. Interlaboratory com­
parison work as well as replicate analysis will 
determine the precision and accuracy of the measure­
ment techniques employed in this study. 

This study will provide valuable information on the 
relative roles of sulfate, nitrate and carbonaceous 
particles in visibility degradation in the state of 
California. The proposed work will also increase 
our understanding of the occurrence of artifact 
sampling problems and the importance of atmospheric 
water vapor in visibility reduction. 

This information will assist the Board in developing!
strategies to protect against visib;lity_d~gradatjon 
in California caused by excessive atmospheric concentra­
tions of aerosol particles: 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-63 

October 22, 1981 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed to carry out an effedtive 
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 1045-85(R) entitled, "Health 
Effects in Children Exposed to Vinyl Chloride" has been submitted by l
Science Applications Inc., for an amount not to exceed $110,788; 

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

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends fair
I 

funding: 

Proposal Number 1045-85(R} entitled, ''Health Effects in Children 
Exposed to Vinyl Chloride", submitted by Science Application Inc., 
for an amount not to exceed $110,788; 

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

I 

Proposal Number 1045-85(R} entitled, ''Health Effects in Children , 
Exposed to Vinyl Chloride", submitted by Science Applications Inc.,I 
for an amount not to exceed $110,788, · 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini!strative 
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research 
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $66,044. 

I certifv that the above is a true and 
correct ~opy of Resolution 81-63, as 
adopted by the Air~esources Board. 



ITEM : 

RECOMMENDATION: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
Air Resources Board 

ITEM NO: 81-22-2b.2 
DATE: October 22 1981 

Research Proposal No. 1045-85(R) entitled "Health 
Effects in Children Exposed to Vinyl Chloride". 

Adopt Resolution 81-63 approving Research Proposal 
No 1045-85(R) for funding not to exceed $110,788. 

Vinyl chloride monomer (VCM) and its polymeric derivatives 
have an important place in today's marketplace. Such 
diverse products as records, pipe, wrapping films andi 
glazing materials are common examples of products · 
fabricated from polyvinyl chloride (PVC). The pro­
duction of such PVC products from VCM has until recently 

1involved the release of large amounts of the monomer 
and possibly dimer and trimer to the atmosphere. 
These substances have been shown to include compounds! 

1that can cause cancer and other adverse effects in 
humans. 

The State of California (ARB), the US EPA and OSHA haye 
all acted to reduce human exposure from VCM processing 
and use. The ARB's regulatory activities were initiated 
in part, by community concern regarding the safety of 
children attending an elementary school in the Saugus area 
approximately 1000 feet downwind of a facility using ,arge 
quantities of VCM. The EPA and, more recently, the S~uth 
Coast AQMD have also been active at this facility, i 

attempting to reduce plant emissions to acceptable lerels. 

The EPA initiated a pilot investigation of the health 
status of former students of the Saugus Elementary 
School. Students who had attended during the period 
of 1958 -1964 were thought most likely to exhibit the 
adverse long-term effects of previous exposures; thus, 
most efforts were centered on obtaining information on 
this cohort. Science Applications, Inc. was awarded the 
contract for the pilot study, which was recently compneted. 

! 
I 

Several interesting health observations, came out of. 
the pilot study. The two most intriguing were: 1) the 
association of VCM exposure with major illness in 
children of exposed mothers as well as with adverse 
pregnancy outcomes and 2) the highly unexpected occurrence 
of 2 deaths from rare cancers and a death from a rare. skin 
disease in the very small number of reported deaths among 
the exposed cohort. 

! 

I 
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Science Applications was to have completed an in-depth 
investigation of health outcomes following VCM exposure 
of this exposed cbhort under EPA funding. The contratt 
was awaiting final signature by the Administrator, but 
was disapproved at that point because of the recent I 

Federal budget rescissions. 1 

It is submitted to ARB in somewhat modified form. The 
objectives of the currently considered study are: 

l. Establishing a subject registry that includes the 
name and current address of all exposed students. 
Contact will be made with all possible subjects. 

2. Conducting a mortality study on the entire expose~
cohort as well as a carefully constituted controll 

3. Conducting an in-depth evaluation of pregnancy outcomes 
in the exposed female group. Extensive efforts will 
center on confirmation by the subjects' physicians 
of the reported adverse outcome. The proponents lso 
intend to employ a better control cbhort for comp rison 
with the results obtained in the exposed women. 

A fourth task was deleted due to budget limitations. This 
involved the surveying of current health status of th 

1entire exposed and control cohorts. 

The results of this study should help answer many
questions about the health risks associated with the 
exposure of children to low levels of an identified 
carcinogen. Information derived may also be directly 
useful in regulating future sources of VCM. 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-64 

October 22, 1981 

Agenda Item No.: 81-21-2 

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board (Board) and/or the federal Environmental 
Protection Agency have adopted ambient air quality standards for ozone 
(oxidant), nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, and visibility, and these 
standards are consistently exceeded in several of the state's air basins, 
notably the South Coast Air Basin; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39003, 39500, 39602, and 41500 
authorize the Board to coordinate, encourage, and review efforts to attain a~d 
maintain state and national ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39600 and 39605 authorize the Boardi 
to act as may be necessary to execute the powers and duties granted to and : 

1imposed upon the Board and to assist local air pollution control districts; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations I 

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 the Boar~ 
to respond in writing to significant environmental issues raised; ' 

WHEREAS, on October 22, 1981, the Board held a duly noticed public meeting tb 
hear and consider the evidence and comments presented by the staff, affected! 
industries, and other interested persons and agencies; 

WHEREAS, the Suggested Control Measure for the Control of Emissions of Oxides 
of Nitrogen from Cement Kilns has been reviewed and approved by a technical 
review group consisting of representatives of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Air Resources Board, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District, and several other air 
pollution control agencies; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) from cement kilns contribute! 
' 

to the fonnation of ozone and contribute significantly to concentrations 
of nitrogen dioxide (N02), total suspended particulate matter (TSP), 
and visibility reducing particles; 

That technology for reducing NOx emissions from cement kilns by , 
approximately 38 percent from their uncontrolled rates is technological~y
feasible and cost-effective; 
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That the technologies anticipated to be used to meet the limitations of 
the Suggested Control Measure wi 11 likely result in energy savings; and! 

That the staff report and the information presented at the 
October 22, 1981 public meeting adequately address the 
environmental issues associated with this Suggested Control 
Measure, and the Board concurs in the staff's finding that no 
significant adverse environmental effects are likely to result 
from the 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 Cement Kilns 
as set forth in Attachment A to this resolution. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to forward thb 
Suggested Control Measure to air pollution control and air quality management
districts with the recommendation that they consider adoption of the measure 
or a similar measure to the extent that such districts need to further reduc~ 
emissions of oxides of nitrogen in order to attain or maintain ambient air ' 
quality standards. 

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 81-64, as adopted
by the Air Resources Board. 
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,' Attachment A 

Suggested Control Measure for the Control of 
Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Cement Kilns 

On or after July 1. 1984. no person shall operate any cement kiln that 
discharges nitrogen oxides (NOx) into the atmosphere unless such operation 
comp 1 i es with the following emission 1imi t: 

3.1 lbs NOx/Ton of Clinker (averaged over 3 hours*) 

For cogeneration installations. the emission limit shall be based on the 
fo 11 owing equation: 

Cogeneration Based Emission Limit= Emission Limit x A 

Where: A= 1 + Electricity Cogenerated (Btu/hr) 
Kiln Heat Input (Btu/hr) 

Kiln heat input shall be based on the higher heating value of the fuel fired. 

* If a source installs and operates a continuous NOx monitor in accordance with 
conditions set forth by the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO). the 
averaging time may be extended to 24 hours. 

For the purpose of this rule. NOx shall be calculated as N02 on a dry basisr 
' 

A All emission determinations shall be made at as found conditions excluding • 
W start-up. shutdown. or breakdown. and measured continuously using proposed ARB 

Method 100 or equi va 1en t. 

The following equation shall be used to convert uncorrected volume parts per 
million of NOx to pounds of NOx per ton of clinker produced at standard 
conditions of 68°F and 29 inches of mercury: 

(ppmy NOx)(46 gram/mole}(l.56 x 10-l)(SDCFM) = lbs NOx 
(Ton/Hour of Clinker) Ton of Clinker 

After January 1. 1984, the APCO shall. within 60 days of receipt of a petition. 
conduct a public hearing to review the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of 
meeting the emission limit of 3.1 lbs of NOx per ton of clinker produced. If 
the APCO determines that the emission limit is not supported by the evidence 
presented at this public hearing. s(he) shall modify the compliance date or: 
emission 1 i mi t to the extent supported by the evidence. The review sha11 a~ so 
assure that the cogeneration limits shall be consistent with the provisions I of 
AB 1862 (Chapter 952, Statutes of 1981). 

Note: This suggested control measure is to be used for interim determination of 
Best Available Control Technology (BACT) only. 

I 

https://gram/mole}(l.56


State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Meeting to Consider a Suggested Control Measure for 
the Control of Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Cement Kilns 

Agenda Item No.: 81-21-2 

Public Hearing Date: October 22, 1981 

Response Date: October 22, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: No comments were received identifying any significant environment~l 
issues pertaining to this item. The staff report identified no 
adverse envi ronmenta1 effects. · 

! 

Response: N/A 

CERTIFIED: 

Date: 



State of California 
Air Resources Board 

Resolution 81-65 

October 21, 1981 

Agenda Item No: 81-21-1 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39003 and 39500 provide that the Air 
Resources Board (the "Board") is the state agency responsible for coordinating 
efforts to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards and for 
coordinating, encouraging, and reviewing the efforts of all levels of 
government as they affect air quality; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39002 provides that local and region~l 
authorities have primary responsibility for control of air pollution from al[ 
sources other than vehicular sources, but that the Board shall, after holdinf 
public hearings, 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 Health and Safety Code, Division 26, or by any 
other provision of law; 

WHEREAS, Heal th and Safety Code Sections 39600 and 39605 authorize the Board! 
to do such acts as may be necessary for the proper execution of its powers ard 
duties; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 39602 specifically designates the 
Board as the air pollution control agency for all purposes set forth in 
federal law and designates the Board as the state agency responsible for the 
preparation of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) required by the Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. Sections 7401, et seq.); 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 40440 requires the Board of the Sout 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to adopt rules and regulation 
that reflect the best available technological and administrative practices; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 41500, 41502, and 41504 provide tha 
if after the review of the rules and regulations and programs submitted by a 
district pursuant to Sections 40704 and 41603 and after a public hearing, thr 
Board finds that the rules and regulations or program of a district will not 
likely achieve and maintain the state's ambient air quality standards, the 
Board may establish rules and regulations it deems necessary to enable the , 
district to achieve and maintain such ambient air quality standards; 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 41652 provides that if the Board fin,:ds 
that a locally approved nonattainment plan does not comply with the require­
ments of the Clean Air Act, the Board may adopt such revisions as necessary 1to 
comply with such requirements; : 

1 
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WHEREAS, Clean Air Act Sections 110(a)(2) and 172(a)(ll require that the SIP 
provide for the attainment of national ambient air quality standards as 
expeditiously as practicable, and Section 172(b)(2) requires the SIP to , 
provide for the implementation of all reasonably available control measures ~s 
expeditiously as practicable; 

WHEREAS, SCAQMD Rule 1113 adopted on September 2, 1977, was included as a 
baseline control measure in the 1979 SIP submittal to the US Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) pursuant to Section 172 of the Clean Air Act, for 
which emission reduction credit for volatile organic compounds (VOC) was 
claimed, and was approved for inclusion in the SIP by the EPA on March 28, ' 
1979 (44 Federal Register 61, page 1849); 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD has not attained the national and state ambient air 
qua1 i ty standards for ozone and oxidant respectively, and is designated as a, 
nonattainment area for ozone; 

WHEREAS, the SCAQMD Board, at its July 3, 1981 hearing, reduced the 
effectiveness of Rule 1113 below that achievable with reasonably available 

- control technology; 

WHEREAS, SCAQMD Rule 1113, as amended on July 3, 1981, does not contain 
provisions as stringent as control measures adopted by other districts in the 
state; 

WHEREAS, a Technical Review Group (TRG) consisting of representatives of loc,al 
air pollution control districts, EPA, and the ARB have developed a suggested 
control measure to limit the solvent content of architectural coatings based1 

on several years of thorough investigation of the feasibility of reducing ' 
sol vent content; i 

WHEREAS, the TRG has reexamined on the basis of presently available evidencel 
the feasibility of meeting limitations of solvent of 350 grams per liter fo~ 
interior nonflat and 250 grams per liter for interior flat and for all 
exterior coatings, and has reaffirmed its conclusion that these limitations 
are now feasible; 

WHEREAS, the Board has received testimony from numerous coating manufacturens 
that they possess the ability to produce nonflat or enamel paints that will 
perform well and yet conform to a limitation of 380 grams of voe per liter; 

WHEREAS, the Board has received testimony that for most uses most 
manufacturers provide water-based nonflat paints that perform well and have 
the benefit of much lower emissions of voe than occur with the use of 
solvent-based products; 

WHEREAS, the Board has received testimony indicating that progress is being i 
made to develop water-based nonflat paints that perform well in all 
applications, and that some manufacturers have produced products that appea~ 
fully competitive with conventional solvent-based products; 

WHEREAS, representatives of the paint industry have agreed to participate in a 
task force to identify uses where water-based nonflat products cannot provide 
adequate performance, and to advise the Board and districts of any further 
changes to the rule that it deems appropriate; and 

-2-
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WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That emissions of voe associated with the use of architectural 
coatings in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) are an important 
source of ozone precursors in the basin and in 1979 accounted for 
approximately 90 tons per day of emissions of voe during the smog 
season, or 12 percent of the emissions of voe from stationary 
sources,and that these emissions also contribute significantly to 
the formation of photochemically generated particulate matter; 

That the state and national ambient air quality standards for 
oxidant, ozone, and suspended particulate matter are widely and 
frequently violated in the SCAB and further emission reductions of 
VOC are needed to attain and maintain these standards; 

That the TRG has determined that reasonably available control 
technology exists to produce architectural coatings with lo-,er 
solvent contents than those required by the amendments made to 
Rule 1113 on July 3, 1981, by the SCAQMD Board and that several of 
the districts represented on the TRG are successfully implementing
rules that conform with the TRG recommendation; 

That the technology to produce interior nonflat architectural 
coatings which comply with a 350 grams per liter solvent content 
limitation is generally available and that for exterior 
application water-based coatings that comply with a 250 grams per
liter solvent limitation generally outperform solvent-based 
coatings; 

That locally based architectural coating manufacturers who supply 
a substantial portion of the coatings used in the SCAQMD are 
presently experiencing difficulties in manufacturing interior 
nonflat coatings which comply with a 350 grams per liter solvent 
content or exterior nonflat coatings which comply with a 250 grams 
per liter solvent content, but are presently able to manufacture 
coatings with a 380 grams per liter solvent content; 

That immediate implementation in the SCAQMD of the limits 
recommended by the TRG would result in severe financial hardship
for some manufacturers in the SCAQMD and would likely result in 
some product unavailability in the SCAQMD; 

That the technology to produce high quality solvent-based nonflat 
paints with voe levels at or below 380 grams per liter is 
available; 

That based on the facts set forth in this resolution, SCAQMD Rule 
1113, as amended on July 3, 1981, will not meet and does not 
comply with the requirements of the Clean Air Act in that the 
rule: 
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Does not require that architectural coatings used in the SCAB 
reflect reasonably available control technology; 

Would seriously compromise the ability of the SIP to provide 
for the attainment and maintenance of national ambient air 
quality standards for ozone in the SCAB; 

Is less stringent than and inconsistent with SIP provisions 
adopted by the SCAQMD Board and approved by the Environmental 
Protection Agency; 

Does not contain legally enforceable requirements which 
provide for attainment of national ambient air quality 
standards as expeditiously as practicable; 

That the amendments to SCAQMD Rule 1113 adopted by this resolution 
will result in substantially lower emissions of voe in the SCAB 
than under the Rule as amended July 3, 1981; 

That SCAQMD Rule 1113 as amended by this resolution is 
technologically feasible and economically reasonable; 

That the amendments to SCAQMD Rule 1113 adopted by this resolution 
are necessary to comply with the requirements of the Clean Air Act 
in that Rule 1113 as amended July 3, 1981, does not provide for 
the attainment of national ambient air quality standards as 
expeditiously as practicable and does not reflect reasonably 
available control technology; 

That SCAQMD Rule 1113 as amended July 3, 1981, will not provide 
emission reductions needed to achieve and maintain the state 
ambient air quality standards in the SCAB; 

That SCAQMD Rule 1113 as amended July 3, 1981, does not reflect 
the best available technologies and administrative practices; and 

That the amendments to SCAQMD Rule 1113 adopted by this resolution 
are necessary to enable the SCAQMD to achieve and maintain the 
state ambient air quality standards. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that Rule 1113 of the SCAQMD is hereby amended,, 
effective December 31, 1981, as set forth in Attachment A. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Executive Officer is directed to submit Rule 
1113 as amended October 21, 1981, to EPA as a revision to California's state 
implementation plan. 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board staff shall seek the cooperation of the 
Technical Review Group to establish a task force which includes a chairperson
with acknowledged technical expertise concerning architectural coatings, four 
representatives of local air pollution control districts, one of whom shall pe 
a representative of the SCAQMD and one of whom shall be a representative of I 

the BAAQMD, three representatives of the paint industry, one representative of 
painting contractors and one member of the Board, to evaluate the perfonnanc~ 
of water-based nonflat paints and to make initial recommendations to the Board 
and the districts vi a the Technical Review Group prior to September 30, 1982,, 
on modifications to district rules to allow the continued use of solvent-based 
products in those applications 1.'lotlere the perfonnance of water-based productsi
is found to be inadequate. I 

' 

I hereby certify that this is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-65, as adopted by the 
Air Resources Board. 
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Attachment A 

SCAQMD Rule 1113 

(As Revised by The Air Resources Board on October 21, 1981) 

(a)(l) A person shall not sell, offer for sale, or apply any 

architectural coating manufactured after December 31, 1981, 

which, at the time of sale or manufacture: 

(A) contains more than 250 grams of volatile organic compounds 

per liter of coating (2.08 pounds per gallon), excluding any 

colorant added to tint bases, except as provided in 

section (a)(2); or 

(B) is recommended for use as a bituminous pavement sealer 

unless it is an emulsion-type coating. 

(2) The provisions of section (a)(l) shall not apply to any 

architectural coating whic~ at the time of sale or manufacture: 

(A) contains no more than 380 grams of volatile organic 

compounds per liter of coating (3.17 pounds per gallon), 

excluding colorant added to tint bases, is defined as a 

- nonflat coating, and is manufactured prior to September 2, 

1983; or 

(Bl contains no more than 450 grams of volatile organic 

compounds per liter of coating (3.75 pounds per gallon), 

excluding colorant added to tint bases, is defined as a 

nonflat coating, and is manufactured by a small business 

prior to September 2, 1984. 
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(b) The provisions of section (a) of this rule shall not apply to 

architectural coatings sold in this district for shipment outside 

of this district or for shipment to other manufacturers for 

repackaging. 

(c) The provisions of section (a)(2)(B) of this rule shall apply only 

to businesses which meet the criteria for a small business and 

have qualified for and maintained a small business exemption. 

(1) A "Small Business" for the purpose of this rule is limited 

to a business which in 1976 sold less than 500,000 gallons 

of paints and coatings. 

(A) A business shall not qualify for this exemption if it 

would not be considered a small business, as defined in 

Subsection (1) of Section 1896 of Title 2 of the 

California Administrative Code. 

(Bl A business shall not qualify for this exemption if its 

total annual sales volume of solvent-based paints and 

coatings which are not exempt from this rule exceeds by 

more than 10 percent the business's total sales volume 

of such coatings in calendar year 1976. 

(C) In order to maintain an exemption beyond December 31, 

1983, a business granted an exemption pursuant to this 

section shall, before the end of each calendar quarter, 

commencing with the quarter beginning October 1, 1983, 

file with the Executive Officer reports which 

demonstrate that it will be able to manufacture 
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coatings that will comply with the provisions of this 

rule by September 2, 1984. The reports must describe 

with specificity the steps "'41ich the business has 

undertaken and will undertake to manufacture complying 

coatings, and the timing of such steps. 

(2) To qualify and maintain a small business exemption, a 

business requesting such exemption shall file an annual 

request in writing with the Executive Officer prior to April 

1st of each year. The business shall provide the Executive 

Officer any necessary information including, but not limited 

to: 

(A) total volume (in gallons) of paints and coatings sold 

in 1976; 

(B) the number of persons employed; 

(C) the gross sales receipts (in dollars) for 1976; 

(D) total annual sales volume for 1976 and any subsequent 

year of paints and coatings "'41ich are not exempt from 

this rule; and 

(E) other information necessary to document that the 

business is not an affiliate of another business 

concern "'41ich would not be considered a small business 

for the purposes of this rule shall also be provided by 

the Executive Officer. 
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(3) The Executive Officer, after considering information 

submitted by the business concern, shall determine whether 

such concern qualifies as a small business as defined in 

subsection (1) of this section and shall inform the business 

concern of this determination in writing. 

(d) The provisions of section (a) shall not apply to the following 

coatings manufactured prior to September 2, 1983. 

(1) architectural coatings supplied in containers having 

capacities of one liter or less; 

(2) traffic coatings applied to public streets and highways; 

however, this exemption shall not extend to traffic coatings 

applied to other surfaces, including but not limited to 

curbs, berms, driveways and parking lots. 

(3) architectural coatings recommended by the manufacturer for 

use solely as a: 

(A) varnish, lacquer, or shellac 

(Bl semitransparent stain 

(C) opaque stain on bare redwood, cedar, mahogany, and 

douglas fir 

(D) primer, sealer, or undercoater 

(El wood preservative 

(F) fire retardant coating 

(G) tile-like glaze coating 
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( H) waterproofing coating, except bituminous pavement 

sealers 

(I) industrial maintenance finish 

(J) metallic pigmented coatings 

(Kl swimming pool coating 

(L) graphic arts coatings 

(Ml mastic coatings 

(N) multicolored coatings 

(el Containers for all coatings subject to section (al shall display 

the date of manufacture of the contents or a code indicating the 

date of manufacture. The manufacturers of such coatings shall 

file with the Executive Officer of the District and the Executive 

Officer of the Air Resources Board prior to September 2, 1981, an 

explanation of each code. 

(fl If anywhere on the coating container, or any sticker or label 

affixed thereto, or in any sales or advertising literature any 

indication is given that the coating may be used or is suitable 

for use for any purpose other than those specifically provided 

- for in section (d) of this rule, then the exemption provided for 

in said section (d) shall not apply to that coating. 

(g) In any instance where more than one of the standards set forth in 

section (al of this rule may be applicable, the most restrictive 

standard shall apply. 

(h) A person shall not use, sell or offer for sale for use in the 

District, in containers of 0.94 liter (one quart) capacity or 

larger, any architectural coating containing photochemically 
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reactive solvent. The provisions of this subsection shall not 

apply to those coatings in compliance with section (a) of this 

rule. 

(i) A person shall not thin or dilute any architectural coating with 

a photochemically reactive solvent. The provisions of this 

subsection shall not apply to those coatings in compliance with 

section (a) of this rule. 

(j) Definitions 

For the purpose of this rule, the following definitions shall 

apply. 

(1) Architectural Coatings 

Any coatings applied to stationary structures and their 

appurtenances, to mobile homes, to pavements, or to curbs. 

(2) Bituminous Coatings Materials 

Black or brownish materials, soluble in carbon disulfide, 

consisting mainly of hydrocarbons and which are obtained 

from natural deposits, or as residues from the distillation 

of crude petroleum oils, or of flow grades of coal. 

(3) Fire Retardant Coatings 

(A) coatings which reduce rate of flame spread on the 

surface of a material to \\tiich such a coating has been 

applied, or 

(B) resist ignition \\tien exposed to high temperature, or 

(C) insulate a substrate to which such a coating has been 

applied and prolong the time required to reach ignition 

temperature. 
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(4) Flat Coatings 

Coatings which register gloss less than 15 on an 85° meter 

or less than five on a 600 meter, or which is labeled as a 

flat coating. 

(5) Graphic Arts Coatings 

Coatings which are marketed solely for application to indoor 

and outdoor signs and include lettering enamels, poster 

colors and bulletin colors. 

(6) Industrial Maintenance Finishes 

High performance coatings which are formulated for the 

purpose of heavy abrasion, water immersion, chemical, 

corrosion, temperature, electrical or solvent resistance. 

(7) Mastic Coatings 

Weatherproofing coatings which are formulated to cover 

holes, minor cracks, and conceal surface irregularities, and 

which are applied in thicknesses of at least 15 mils. 

(8) Metallic Pigmented Paints 

Non-bituminous coatings which are formulated with metallic 

pigment. 

(9) Multi-colored Coatings 

Coatings which exhibit more than one color when applied and 

which are packaged in a single container and applied in a 

single coat. 
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(10) Non-flat Coatings 

Coatings which register gloss of 15 or greater on an 85° 

meter or five or greater on a 600 meter, and which is 

identified on the label as a gloss, semigloss, or eggshell 

enamel coating. 

(11) Opaque Stains 

All stains that are not classified as semitransparent 

stains. 

(12) Primers 

Coatings which are intended to be applied to a surface to 

provide a firm bond between the substrate and subsequent 

coats. 

(13) Sealers 

Coatings which are intended for use on porous substrates to 

protect the substrate, to prevent subsequent coatings from 

being absorbed by the substrate, or to prevent harm to 

subsequent coatings by materials in the substrates. 

(14) Semitransparent Stains 

Coatings l'Alich are formulated to change the color of a 

surface but not conceal the surface. 

(15) Tile-like Glaze Coatings 

Coatings which are formulated to provide a tough, 

extradurable coating system, l'Alich are applied as a 

continuous (seamless) high-build film and which cure to a 

hard glaze finish. 

(16) Undercoaters 

- Coatings which are 

subsequent coats. 

designed to provide a smooth surface for 
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{17) Varnishes, Lacquers, and Shellacs 

Coatings which contain resins and binders but not opaque 

pigments and which are specifically formulated to form a 

transparent or translucent solid protective film. 

(18) Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 

Compounds of carbon, excluding carbon monoxide, carbon 

dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, 

ammonium carbonate, methane, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 

methylene chloride, and trichlorotrifluoroethane. 

(19) Waterproofing Coating 

Coatings which are formulated for the sole purpose of 

preventing penetration of the substrate by water. These 

coatings include, but are not limited to, bituminous roof 

- and resilient type coatings. 

{20) Wood Preservatives 

Coatings which are formulated for the purpose of protecting 

exposed wood from decay and insect attack. These coatings 

perform their function by penetrating into the wood. 
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State of California 
Air Resources Board 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Further Consider Amendments to Rule 1113 of the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District Limiting the Solvent 
Content of Architectural Coatings. 

Agenda Item No.: 81-21-1 

Public Hearing Date: October 21, 1981 

Response Date: October 21, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: The South Coast Air Quality Management District and several 
other commenters claimed that the rule as proposed would 
result in increased VOC emissions. 

Response: The evidence does not support this claim. The amended rule willi 
reduce VOC emissions compared to the July 3, 1981 rule, The 
South Coast District testified October 21 that the amendments 

- as adopted would not result in increased emissions. 

Comment: Staff and a member of the public raised a concern about the 
possible environmental effects of a provision in the rule as 
adopted July 3, 1981, which is unaltered by the Board 1s action. 
This provision exempts certain solvents of low photochemical
reactivity (1,1,1-trichloroethane, methylene chloride and 
trichlorotrifluoroethane} which are under study for possible 
toxfc effects, 

Response: In the course of investigating this issue staff has reached 
the conclusion that because of cost considerations it is 
unlikely that these compounds will be used in the architectural 
type coatings currently regulated and therefore it is not expected 
that a significant adverse enviro111mental effect will result 
from their exempt ion. If evidence arises which demonstrates an 
increase in the use of these solvents, the South Coast District 
can consider eliminating the exemption. 

CERTIFIED; _!_~~~M_~~~~&~~~!!~~,::::::.___BohSecretary 

Date: ___/_IJ-J,6'~~'---"r;.,,___,¥."-'l'---------



State of California 
AIR RESOLRCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-68 

November 19, 1981 

i 

Agenda Item No.: 81-2~-2 

WHEREAS, Sections 39600 and 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorize t~e 
Air Resources Board ( the "Board") to adopt standards, rules, and regulation 
necessary for the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and 
imposed upon the Board by law; I 

WHEREAS, Section 43100 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Board td 
certify new motor vehicles; i 

WHEREAS, Section 43102 of the Health and Safety Code provides that no new 
motor vehicle shall be certified unless it meets specified emission standards 
and test procedures set by the state board; 

WHEREAS, Sections 43013, 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, Sections 43000(c) and 43000(e) of the Health and Safety Code state 
that emission standards and test procedures applied to new motor vehicles 
standards and procedures with \'8lich all new motor vehicles must comply; 

a~e 
I 

i 

WHEREAS, Title 13, California Administrative Code (CAC), Section 1960.1 j 

presently establishes a 50,000-mile oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emission stand,rd 
for the 1982 model year of 1.5 grams per mile (g/mi) for vehicles in the 
4,000-5, 999 pounds equivalent inertia weight (EIW) class and 2.0 g/mi for , 
vehicles in the 6,000 pounds and larger EIW class; 

WHEREAS, Title 13, CAC, Section 1960.1 presently establishes a 50,000-mile NOx 
emission standard for 1983 and subsequent model years of 1.0 g/mi for vehicl!es 

1in the 4,000-5,999 pounds EIW class and 1.5 g/mi for vehicles in the 6,000 
pounds and larger EIW class; 

WHEREAS, Title 13, CAC, Section 1960.1 presently establishes optional 
100,000-mile NOx emission standards for the 1982 model year of 1.5 g/mi for 1 

vehicles in the 0-3,999 pounds EIW class, 2.0 g/mi for vehicles in the 
4,000-5,999 pounds EIW class and 2.3 g/mi for vehicles in the 6,000 pounds and 
larger EIW class; 

WHEREAS, Title 13, CAC, Section 1960.1 presently establishes optional 
100,000-mile NOx emission standards for 1983 and subsequent model years of ~-0 
g/mi for vehicles in the 0-3,999 pounds EIW class, 1.5 g/mi for vehicles in 
the 4,000-5,999 pounds EIW class and 2.0 g/mi for vehicles in the 6,000 pounds 
and larger EIW class; i 
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WHEREAS, an individual manufacturer of gasoline-powered light-duty trucks and 
medium-duty vehicles (4,000 pounds and larger EIW) has, on the basis of 
economic concerns, petitioned the Board to carry over the 1982 50,000-mile 
standards for vehicles in the 4,000-5,999 pounds and 6,000 pounds and largelr 
EIW classes to 1983 and subsequent years, subject to a seven-year/75,000-mi e 
recall; 

WHEREAS, several manufacturers of diesel-powered passenger cars, light-duty 
trucks and medium-duty vehicles (0-3,999 pounds EIW) have petitioned the Bo~rd 
to reconsider the present 1983 and subsequent years optional 100,000 mile 1.0 
g/mi N0x standard based upon the asserted lack of technological capability to 
meet the standard by 1983; ' 

WHEREAS, an individual manufacturer of diesel-powered light-duty trucks and 
medium-duty vehicles in the 4,000 pounds and larger EIW class has petitioned 
the Board to reconsider the 1983 and subsequent years optional 100,000-mile 
1.5 g/mf (4,000-5,999 pounds EIW) and 2.0 g/mi (6,000 pounds and larger EIW) 
N0x emissions standards based upon the asserted lack of technological 
capability to meet the standards by 1983; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that no project having significant adverse environmental impact be ! 

adopted as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measutes 
are available; · 

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 3.5); 

WHEREAS, the Board reaffirms its previous finding that the control of N0x 
emissions fr001 motor vehicles is necessary to protect the health and 
well-being of people in the state, and to achieve and maintain state and 
national ambient air quality standards; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That three-way catalyst technology exists which is capable of 
meeting the presently existing 50,000-mile exhaust emission 
standards for 1983 and subsequent model years for gasoline-powered 
light-duty trucks and medium-duty vehicles in the 4,000-5,999 pounds 
EIW class and the 6,000 pounds and larger EIW class; 

That there are technological problems associated with diesel-powered 
passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium-duty vehicles (0-3,999 
pounds EIW) using mechanical exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) 
technology to meet the optional 100,000-mile 1.0 g/mi N0x standard 
by 1983; 
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That manufacturers are developing a more advanced electronically 
controlled EGR system which has demonstrated the potential of 
meeting the 1.0 g/mi NOx emissions standard for passenger cars, 
light-duty trucks, and medium-duty vehicles (0-3,999 pounds EIW) by 
1984; 

That there are technological problems associated with diesel-po11ered 
passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium-duty vehicles (4,000-
5,999 pounds EIW) using mechanical EGR technology to meet the 1983 
and subsequent model years optional 100,000-mile 1.5 g/mi NOx 
standard by 1983; 

That electronically controlled EGR systems will be utilized and 
could achieve the 1.5 g/mi (4,000-5,999 pounds EIW) NOx levels by
1984; 

That in model year 1984 optional 100,000-mile NOx emission standards 
of 1.0 g/mi (0-3,999 pounds EIW) and 1.5 g/mi (4,000-5,999 pounds 

EIW) are technologically and economically feasible and would allow 
the manufacturers the necessary lead time to perfect electronically 
controlled EGR systems for diesel-po11erd passenger cars, light-duty
trucks, and medium-duty vehicles; 

That failure to extend the 1982 100,000-mile optional standards for 
vehicles in the 0-3,999 and 4,000-5,999 pounds EIW classes through 
1983 will cause econcmic hardship to the manufacturers and the 
impairment of model availability to California consumers; 

That no substantial evidence has been presented to support the one 
manufacturer's claim that it cannot meet the 1983 and subsequent 
model years optional 100,000-mile 2.0 g/mi NOx emission standard for 
vehicles in the 6,000 pounds and larger EIW class, and, to the 
contrary, the Board finds that the evidence indicates that the 
manufacturer can meet the present 1983 and subsequent model years 
standard for this ~ight class; 

That the continuation to 1984 of the present 1982 100,000-mile 
optional NOx standards for vehicles in the 0-3,999 and 4,000-5,999 
pounds EIW classes may have an adverse effect on the environment but 
that any NOx increases are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible 
by associated reductions in particulate emissions and that other 
alternatives are not technologically or econcmically feasible; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby amends Title 13, 
California Administrative Code, Section 1960.1 as set forth in Attachment A 
hereto. 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board hereby amends the "California Exhausti 
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 confinns its previous finding that in 
the 1983 and subsequent model years the 50,000-mile NOx emission standards of 
1.0 g/mi (4,000-5,999 pounds EIW) and 1.5 g/mi (6,000 pounds and larger EIW) 
are presently technologically and economically feasible for 1 ight-duty trucijs
and medium-duty vehicles. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board confinns its previous finding that in 
1983 and subsequent model years the 100,000-mile optional NOx emissions 
standard of 2.0 g/mi for vehicles in the 6,000 pounds and larger EIW are 
presently technologically and economically feasible for medium-duty vehicle. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the amended optional standards are as stringent 
and, in the aggregate, as protective of public health as the applicable
federal standards. 

I certify that the above is a true and 
correct copy of Resolution 81-68 as 
adopted by the Air Resources Board. 

Sally Rump, Board Secretary 



Attacr1ment A 

Amend Section 1960. l, Title 13, California Administrative Code, to read 
as follm·:s: 

1960. l. Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures - 1981 and 
Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks, and Medium-Duty 
Vehicles. 

(a) The exhaust emissions from new 1981 and subsequent model passenger 
cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty vehicles, subject to registration 
and sold and registered in this state, shall not exceed: 

50,000 MILE EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS 
(grams per mile) 

Equivalent 
Inertia Oxides of 

!·~:;de 1- Vehicle Height Non-l✓.ethane Carbon Nitrogen
Year Type ( l ) _(lbs.) (2) Hydrocarbons(3) Monoxide (N02)(6) -
1931 PC All (0. 41) 3.4 1.0 

PC(4) A11 0.39 (O. 41) 7.0 0.7 
LDT,MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l.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 .ll. 11 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 - PC(4) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
LDT,MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l.O 
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 
PC ( 5) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 

Subsequent LDT,MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0. 41) 9.0 0.4 
LDT,MDV 

(5) 0-3999 0.39 (0. 41) 9.0 1.0 
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 ;·'.!Lf EXHP.'.!ST EMISSIO>i ST..;r:o.:',RDS 
(gra,;0 s per mile) 

Model­
Year 

1981 

l 983-£­
S1:1sse­
Ejl:leRt 

1984 & 
Subse-
9.!!ent 

( l ) "PC" 
"LDT" 
"MDI/" 

Vehicle 
Tye_e_Jl) 

PC (Option l) 
PC (Option 2) 
LDT,MDV 

(Option l) 
LDT,MDV 

(Option 2) 
LDT,MDV 

Opt ion l 
MDV Option 1 

PC (Option l) 
PC (Option 2) 
LDT, MDV 

(Option l) 
LOT, MDV 

(Option 2) 
LDT ,MDV 

Option 1 
MDV Option l 

PC (Option l) 
PC (Option 2) 
LDT ,MDV 

(Option l) 
LDT,MDV 

(Option 2) 
LDT,MDV 

Option l 
MDV Option l 

PC Option l 
PC Option 2 
[DT,r,mv 

(Option l) 
LDT,MDV 
~tion 2) 
LOT,MDV 
~ffon l 
MDV Option l_ 

means passenger 

Equi•1a lent 
Inertia 
Height 

(lbs.J(2_) 

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 

All 
All 
O-l999 

0-3999 

4000-5999 

6000 & l".__i:-_9_e.:c_ 

cars. 
means light-duty trucks. 
means medium-duty vehicles. 

Oxides of 
Mon-Methane Carbon Nitrogen 

Hyd roe a r~~,'lsJl_J Monoxide i~Qil.Jtl. 
0.39 (7) 
0.46 (7) 

0.39 (0.41) 

0.46 (7) 

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) 

0.39 (0.41) 
0.46 

0.39 (0.41) 

0.46 

0.50 (0.50) 
0.60 (0.60) 

0.39 (0.41) 
0.46 
079 (0.41} 

0.46 

0.50 (0.50) 

0.60 (0.60) 

3.4 1.5 
4.0 1.5 

(7) 9.0 1.5 

l O .6 1.5 

(7) 9.0 2.0 
(7) 9.0 2.3 

7.0 1.5 
8.3 l.5 

9.0 l.5 

10.6 1.5 

9.0 2.0 
9.0 2.3 

7.0 :J..,.g l . 5 
8.3 :i.._.g CT 

9.0 l.-9 l .5 

10.6 +.,.Q l. 5 

9.0 +.,.§ 2 .0 
9.0 2.0 

7.0 1.0 
8.3 1.0 
9 .o· 1.0 

10.6 1.0 

9.0 1.5 

9.0 2.0 

86.l29-79(a).(2) Equivalent inertia ~:eights are determined under subparagraph 40 CFR 
(3) Hydrocarbon standards in parenthes2s ap::ily 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 tl-10-year period. 

(5) This set of standards for 1983 and later model vehicles is optional. A 
manufacturer may choose to certify to these optional standards pursuant 
to the conditions set forth in Section 1960.15. 

(6) The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured on1the federal 
Higfn·1ay Fuel Economy Test (H'.·iFET; 40 CFR Part 600, Subpart 8) shall be not 
greater than 1.33 times the applicable passenger car standards and 2.00 times 
the applicable light-duty truck and mediu:n-duty vehicle standards shown in 
the table. Both the projected emissions and the H',•!FET standard shall be 
rounded to the nearest 0.1 gm/mi before being compared. 

(7) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected 50,000 mile 
_evaporative emissions values below 1,0 gr1/test, an adjustment to the hydrocarb 
exhaust e:7ission standards r..ay be gran~ed by the Executive Officer. The 
adjusted standard 1·1ill be calculated using the f.ollm·ting formula: 

HC = .75 (.185 - [(Di+3.3 Hs) + (29.4)]) + HC ex 0 

\·/here: 

= 2djusted exhaust hydrocarbon st2ndardHCex 

u,...·,t.,o = 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.;Outy 
Vehicles" adopted by the Air Resources Board on November 23, 1976, and as 
last amended May-2Q3-198l November 19, 1981. 

(c) L.Jith respect to any ne11 vehicle required to cor:iply with the standards 
set forth in paragraph (a), the manufacturer's written maintenance instructions 
for in-use vehicles shall not require scheduled r,1aintenance more frequently 
than or beyond the scope of maintenance permitted under the test procedures 
referenced in paragraph (b) above. Any failure to perform scheduled maintenance 
shall not excuse an emissions violation unless the failure is related to or 
causative of the violation. 

(d) Any vehicle required to comply with the standards set forth in paragraph
(a) which is subj~ct to a standard set by fede1·al law or regulation controlling 
emissions of particulate matter must conform to such staPdatd. 



NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 39600 and 39601, Health and Safety 
Code. Reference: Sections 43013, 43100, 43101, 43104 and 43106, Health 
and Safety Code. 

HISTORY: 

l. New section filed 6-13-78; effective thirtieth day thereafter 
(Register 78, No. 24). 

2. Amendment of subsection (b) filed 2-9-79 as an e~ergency; 
effective upon filing (Register 79, No. 6). 

3. Certificate of Compliance filed 5-11-79 (Register 79, No. 19). 

4. Amendment filed 5-31-79; effective thirtieth day thereafter 
(Register 79, No. 22). 

5. Amendment filed 10-7-80 as an emergency; effective upon 
filing (Register 80, No. 41). A Certificate of Compliance must be 
transmitted to OAL within 120 day~ or emergency language will be 
repealed on 2-5-81. 

6. Certificate of Compliance as to order 10-7-80 filed 1-28-81 
(Register 81, No. 5). 
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CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION 
STANDARDS AND TEST PROC EOUR ES 

FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT 
MODEL PASSENGtR 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: 

l. P,pyiicability 

a. These test procedures are applicable to 1981 and subsequent 
model passenger cars,. light-duty trucks and medium-duty 
vehicles, except motorcycles. References to "1 i ght-du ty 
trucks II in 40 CFR 86 sha 11 apply both to 111 ight-duty trucks" 
and "medium-duty vehicles" in these procedures. 

b. Any reference to vehicle sales throughout the United States 
shall nean vehicle sales in California. 

c. Regulations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, specific 
language on the Certificate of Confonnity, 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 l':hich is used to propel a 
heavy-duty vehicle. 

f. "Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a manu­
facturer's gross vehicle \teight 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. "Mediu,n-duty vehicle" means any heaV)'-duty vehicle having a 
manufacturer's gross vehicle weight ratin~ of 8500 pounds or 
1ess. 

3. Test Procedures 

a. In order to demonstrate compliance with a non-methane hydrocal'.'bon 
e,7ission 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) (durabi!lity 
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 nori!lal 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. In paragraph 86.078-25 (MaintonJnce): 

1. Amend subparagraph (a)(l) to read as follm·1s: 

(1) Scheduled r1aintenance on the engine, emission control 
system and fuel system of durabi1 ity 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 
fol lo•,;ing ite,~s at int'2rva1s no 1°,ore 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 mi1es). 

(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 waintenance 
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 ranufacturer makes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance 
\•1i 11 be performed on vehicles in use. 
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(B) for diesel-pu,,ered vehicles, maintenance shall be 
restricted to the following it~ns 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 10;•1 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, 
\•1i1l 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 (~aintenance instructions): 

l. A~end subparagraph (a) to read: 
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(a) The n1anufacturer shall furnish or cause to be 
furnished to the purchaser of each ne~·I motor vehicle 
(or 111otor vehicle engine) subject to the standards 
prescribed in paragraphs 86.078-8 through 86.078-11 
as applicable, written instructions for the raaintenance 
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 \·1hich may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, the instructions may also recommend 
such inspections, r:iaintenance, and repair as may be reasonable 
and necessary for the proper functioning of the vehicle and 
its emission control systems. If the instructions recommend 
r.;aintenance in addition to that which may be required pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph, they shall distinguish clearly 
between required and recommended maintenance. 

2. A~end subparagraph (c)(l) to read: 

(l) Such instructions shall specify the performance 
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu­
facturer under subparagraph 86.073-25(a)(l). 

If the instructions specify reconmended 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 reco,m,,ended maintenance 
as ~,ell as required maintenance, they shal1 distinguish 
clearly between the two. 
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g. /\mend subparagi'aph 85.073-39(a) (Submission of maintenance 
instructions) to read: 

{a} The manufacturer shall provide to the Ad,:iinistrator, 
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 1·/ill revie,·1 such instructions to determine 
whether they are consistent 1-1ith federal requirements. and . 
to determine whether the instructions for requi 1·ed maintenance 
are consistent with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 

.86.078-25(a)(l). The Administrator 11ill notify the manufacturer 
of his determinations. 

4. Standards 

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust 
emissions for the useful 1i fe of the vehicle. 

50,000 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 (NO~)(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 
LOT, 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&1arger 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, HOV 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 
MOV 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 

1983 PC A11 0.39 (0. 41) 7.0 0.4 
&Sub- PC(k} All 0.39 (0. 41) 7.0 0.7 
sequent LDT. MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.4 

LDT,MDV(k) 0-3999 0.39 (0. 41) 9.0 l.O 
LDT, MDV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.0 
MDV 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 1. 5 

i933(i) PC A11 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0. 7 (j) 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 

-" • ~ I1''8l(') PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7 
LDT, MDV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.?(j)- 1935 ( i ) LDT, 1/:DV 0- ?000 0.29 (0.41) 9.0 0.7-.)J_.,I_! 
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Equiv 2 l c:i l~ 
In ...:rtiu 

i•~.:; ;'. ~ 1 Vehicle t•:c is ht Non-:.:ctf>~ ;>~ Ca ri:icr. Oxides of 
Ye3 i- _Type_ (a)_ _ _U?i_J(b) __ t!_y9_:,:ocar:L0:1s (c)_ 

1981 PC(Option 1 ) A11 0.39 (f) 3.4 l ."5 
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 (f) 4.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option l) 0-3999 0.39 ( Q ,l l \ (f) 9.0 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 (f) l 0. 6 '1.5 

• • I I 

LDT, MDV 
(Option l ) 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) (f) 9.0 2.0 

MDV(Option l ) 6000+ larger 0.60 (0.60) (f) 9.0 2.3 

1982 PC(Option l) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.5 
PC(Option 2) All 0.46 8.3 1.5 
LDT, ;.;o,; 

(Option l ) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 l.5 
LDT, MD\/ 

(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10 .6 !l,5 

LDT, MDV 
(Option 1) 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 2.0 

MDV{Option 1) 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.3 

1983 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 ;:i..,.Q 1.5 
&-S;;s- (Option l) 
se 9se:;~ PC All 0.46 8.3 +..-G l. 5 

(Option 2} 
LDT, MDV 

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 ]..,.Q 1.5 
LDT, MDV 

{Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 ;i_.,.g 1.5 

LDT, MDV 
(Option l) 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 i ... ~ 2.0 

MDV (Option 1) 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 ~ 

l 93~ & PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0 
Subse- -roet ion 1) 
quent- PC All 0.46 8.3 l.0 

-roption 2) 
LDT, MDV 
~Ton_l)_ 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 
LDT, MDV 
(Option 2). 0-3999 - 0.46 l 0. 6 1.0 

LDT, MDV 
1.QRf i~11_l) . 4000-5999 0. 50 (0. 50) 9.0 1.5 
MD~ (1)pt ion l) 6000f, la rge1· 0. 6Q~( 0. 60) 9.□- 2.0 

(a) "PC" means passenger cars. 
"LDT" means light-duty trucks. 
''MDV" means medium-duty vehicles. 

- (b) Equivalent inertia 1·1eights are determined under subparagraph 
85.129-79(a). 

(c) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydr·ocarbons. 
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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 1 

on the federal fiigh\'1ay Fuel Economy Test (Hl,ffET; 40 CFR Part 60p, 
~ubparagraph B) shall be no greater than 1.33 tin;es the applica~le 
passenger car standards and 2.0 times the applicable light-dutyi 
truck and med i u;-;-,-duty vehicle standards shol'ln in the table. Both 
the projected emissions and the H\·FE:T standard shall be rounded1 to 
the nearest 0.1 gm/mi before being compared. 

(f) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families 1dth projected 
50,000 mile evaporative emissions values below l.0 gm/test, an 
adjustment to the hydrocarbon exhaust e::.ission standard may be 
granted by the Executive Officer. The adjusted standard will 
be calculated using the fol101ving formula: 

HC = .75 (.185 - Di+3.3 Hs ) + HC 
ex 29.4 o 

\·/here: 

HC = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard ex 

HC = unadj;;sted exhaust hydrocarbon standdrd 
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 ce1-tified to special standards authoriz~d 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 sufu­
sequent LDTs and M □ Vs. 

(j) The Executive Officer may grant lirr,ited relief from the 1983 pas$enger 
car and 1984 LDT and MDV special NOx standard to a r.,anufacturer \'lho 
exceeds the standard because of unforeseen technical problems. 

(k) Optional Standuds. A r.ianufacturer rnay choose to certify to these 
optional standirds pursuant to the ~rovisions set forth in Section 1960.15, 
Title 13, California Administrative Code. 

5. Additional R2ouir.c:r-,ent 
·- ----------- - --..L. -·. - ------

a. A staten211t ;~~st be supplied t~at the production vehicles 
shall be in all material 1-espE-cts the scn,e as those for 
which certification is granted. 
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b. If a gusoline-foeled vehicle r:;anufacturer requires the 
use of unle0ded fuel, a state;,,ent hill be requfred that 
the engine and trc1nsrnission crnnbini!tions for l'lhich 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." 

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 barc;;1etric pressures equivalent to 
those expected at altitudes 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: 

(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 ~ettings 
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 1-1ith 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 \vith the 
federal High•t:ay Fuel Economy Test (H'i/FET; 40 CFR Part 
600 Subpart B). The oxides of nitrogen emissions measured 
during su~h tests shall be multiplied by the oiides ·of 
nitrogen deterioration factor con;puted in accordance with 
paragraph 86.078-28, and then rounded and c~npared with 
the standard as set forth in paragraph 4 above. All data 
obtained pursuant to thii paragraph shall be reported in 
accorda11ce with procedures applicable to other exhaust 
emissions data requi,·ed pursuant to these procedures. 
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In the event that one or more of the rr.e:nufacturcr' s emission 
data vehicles fail the H'.·JFET standard listed in par.:igraph 4, 
the manufacturer may submit to the Executive Officer engineering 
data or other evidence showing that the system is capable of 
complying 1·1ith 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 hav2 driveability and performance characteristics 
1•1hi ch satisfy that manufacturer's custo;;,ary drivcabi l ity and 
performance requirements for vehicles sold in the United 
States. This statement shall-be based on driveability data 
and other evidence sho,ling 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. Ootional 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 
sha 11 be established as fo 11 O\'IS: 

( 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 
subpa rag raph 86. 078-28 (a) ( ~ )( i )(B )(durability vehicles 
must meet e~i5sions 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 hydroc2: rbon and ca rb0n rnonox i de 
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 hyc:!rncarbon and carbon 1.ionox1ae 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 dat• 
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 ca 1·bon 
monoxide standards. 
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(iii) Compliance vlith the oxides of nitrogen standard for 
Options l and 2 shall be determined as fo11ows: 

(a) the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points 
on the linear regression line 1n (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 ooint 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. 

A11 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 follmving 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 c1nd later model gasoline 
or diesel-fueled vehicles, G1aintenance sh11l 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,boo miles). 
(2) Valve lash (15,000 miles). 
(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miles). 
(4) Air filter (30,000 miles). 
(5) Fuel filter (30,000 1~i1es). 
{6) Idle speed (30,000 miles). 
(7) Injection timing (30,000 miles). 

c. In addition, adjustment of the engine speed (curb 
idle and fast idle), valve lash, and engine bolt torque 
r..ay be performed once during the first 5,000 1i1iles of 
scheduled driving, provided the manufacturer n1akes a 
satisfactory showing that the maintenance will be per­
foi·med on vehicles in use. 

d. The manufacturer agrees to apply to vehicles certified 
under this paragraph the provision of Section 43204 of 
the California Health and Safety Code for a period of 
ten years or 100,000 miles, whichever first occurs. 

7. For all emission standards options, any vehicle which is subject to a 
standa,·d set by federal law or regulation controlling emissions of 
particulate matter must conform to such standard. 
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State c,f Califarnia 

Memorandum 

Huey D. Johnson Dote : February 3, J982 
Secretary
Resources Agency Subject: Fi 1 i ng of Notice of 

Decision of the Air 
Resources Bo!rd 

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
viromental comments raised during the corrment period. 

,,11/au/L,#bu:v 
ifarold H~es 
Board Secretary 

attachment 
Resolution 81-68 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Amendments to Title 13, California 
Administrative Code, Sections 1960.1 and 1960.15 and Related Test 
Procedures Regarding Oxides of Nitrogen Exhaust Emissions 
Standards for 1983 and Subsequent Model Year Passenger Cars, 
Light-Duty Trucks. and Medium-Duty Vehicles 

Agenda Item No.: 81-24-2 

Public Hearing Date: November 19, 1981 

• Response Date: November 19, 1981 

Issuing Authority : Air Resources Board 

Canment: The staff report noted that there may be an adverse environ­
mental impact fran extending the NOx standards in question. No 
other canments 'llere received identifying any significant
environmental issues pertaining to this item. 

Response: Staff noted and the Board found that increased NOx emissions 
are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible by associated 
reductions in particulate emissions and that other 
alternatives are not technologically or economically feasible 
at this time. 

CERTIFIED: ;?t- ~, .•, .n. J jm¼I< 
Boa~ec:.;r;;:f"'· q. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-70 

December 4, 1981 

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 1049-86 entitled "Direct 
Measurement of Nitrous Acid, Nitrogen Dioxide and Formaldehyde in Auto 
Exhaust by Differential Optical Absorption Spectroscopy", has been 
submitted by the 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 1049-86 entitled "Direct Measurement of Nitrous Acid, 
Nitrogen Dioxide and Formaldehyde in Auto Exhaust by Differential 
Optical Absorption Spectroscopy" submitted by the University of 
California, Riverside for a total amount not to exceed $97,944; 

NOW,THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board under the 
powers and authority granted by the Health and Safety Code, Section 39705, 
hereby accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and 
approves the following proposal: 

Proposal Number 1049-86 entitled "Direct Measurement of Nitrous 
Dioxide and Formaldehyde in Auto Exhaust by Differential Optical
Absorption Spectroscopy" submitted by the University of California, 
Riverside, for a total amount not to exceed$ 97,944; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall 
initiate administrative procedures and shall execute all necessary
documents and contracts for the research effort proposed in an amount not 
to exceed $97,944. 

I hereby certify that the above is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-70 as adopted by
the Air Resources Board, 



ITEM: 

REC CJ.1ME NOATIO N: 

SUMMARY: 

State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Item No.: 8l-25-4b.2 
Date: Dece!llber 4, 11981 

I 

' 

Research Proposal No. 1049-86 entitled "Direct 
Measurement of Nitrous Acid, Nitrogen Dioxide and 
Formaldehyde in Auto Exhaust by Differential 
Optical Absorption Spectroscopy." 

Adopt Resolution 81-70 approving Research Proposal 
1049-86 for funding in an amount not to exceed 
$97,944. 

Formaldehyde (HCHO) and nitrous acid (HONO) are 
key compounds in initiating and sustaining the 
formation of photochemical smog. Because of the. 
importance of the role of these compounds in smog 
formation, it is important that reliable data for 
the emissions of these compounds be obtained. 
Measurements performed during the first year of 
this study indicate that there were elevated 
levels of nitrous acid in the vicinity of freeways 
during the pre-dawn hours. It was not clear, 
however, whether the nitrous acid was being
produced by freeway traffic or was being 
transported from upwind. Tests performed at the 
Board's Haagen-Smit Laboratory have shown nitrous 
acid in diluted auto exhaust taken from the CVS i 

sampling trains. Additional testing is needed to 
determine whether this nitrous acid is actually 
present in auto exhaust or is formed by 
heterogeneous reaction on the surfaces inside 
the sampling system. 

The objectives of this project will be: 1) to 
measure the nitrous acid in diluted auto exhaust 
in a way that is free from possible "artifact 
HONO" caused by reaction on the walls of the 
sampling train, and 2) to determine levels of 
nitrous acid upwind and downwind of a freeway as a 
function of wind speed and direction, traffic 
density, temperature and relative humidity. This 
study will provide critically needed information 
on the mean source strength of HONO from freeway
traffic. 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-71 

December 4, 1981 

Agenda Item No.: 81-25-3 

I 

WHEREAS, Sections 39600 and 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorize t~e 
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; 

WHEREAS, Section 41954 of the Health and Safety Code has required the Board! to 
adopt procedures for determining the compliance of systems designed for the 
control of gasoline vapor emissions during motor vehicle fueling operations: 
( "Phase I I vapor recovery systems") with performance standards which are 
reasonable and necessary to achieve or maintain any applicable ambient air 
quality standard; 

WHEREAS, the Board has established certification procedures for Phase II vapor 
recovery systems in its "Certification Procedures for Gasoline Vapor Recovery
Systems at Service Stations" (the "Certification Procedures"), incorporated: by
reference in Section 94001 of Title 17, California Administrative Code; 

WHEREAS, the Board has established test procedures for determining complian~e
of Phase II vapor recovery systems with emission standards in its "Test • 
Procedures for Determining the Efficiency of Gasoline Vapor Recovery Systems 
at Service Stations" ( the "Test Procedures"), incorporated by reference in 
Section 94000 of Title 17, California Administrative Code; 

WHEREAS, the Test Procedures set forth standards relating to excessive 
spillage of liquid gasoline during fueling operations; 

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 127 (Statutes 1981, Chapter 902) amended Section 
41954(b) of the Health and Safety Code to require the Board, by December 28, 
1981, to adopt additional performance standards which are reasonable and 
necessary to assure that Phase II vapor recovery systems do not cause 
excessive gasoline liquid spillage when used in a proper manner; 

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 127 also added Section 41960.2 to the Health and Safety 
Code, which provides in subsection (bl that the Board shall identify equipmfnt
defects in Phase II vapor recovery systems which substantially impair the 
effectiveness of the systems in reducing air contaminants; 
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WHEREAS, Section 41960.2(c) of the Health and Safety Code provides that whfn 
a local air pollution control district determines that a Phase II system , 
component has a defect specified by the Board, it is required to mark the 
component "Out of Order", and use of the component is prohibited unti 1 
appropriate remedial action is taken; 

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been held 
in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 
11340), Part 1, Division 3, Title 2 of the Government Code; 

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations 
require that no project having significant adverse environmental impacts be 
adopted as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
are available; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds: 

That the amendments to the Certification Procedures set forth 
in Attachment D provide for additional performance standards 
for Phase II vapor recovery systems which are reasonable and 
necessary to assure that such systems do not cause excessive 
gasoline liquid spillage when used in a proper manner; 

That the amendments to the Certification Procedures set forth 
in Attachment Dare also reasonably necessary to maintain 
continued availability of Phase II systems during evaluation 
pursuant to new standards, and to minimize costs of 
certification; 

That the amendments to the Test Procedures set forth in 
Attachment B, \<lhich delete the previous spillage performance
standards for Phase II systems, are necessary and appropriate 
in light of the more stringent standards contained in 
Attachment D; 

That the regulation set forth in Attachment E identifies 
equipment defects in Phase II vapor recovery systems which 
substantially impair the effectiveness of such systems in 
reducing air contaminants, and that the adoption of said 
regulation is reasonably necessary to implement the 
requirements of AB 127; and 

That the amendments set forth in Attachments A through E would 
have no substantial adverse environmental impact, and therefore 
no alternatives and/or mitigation measures are required. 

I 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby amends Section 94000 of 
Title 17, California Administrative Code, as set forth in Attachment A hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board hereby adopts the "Test Procedures 
Detennining the Efficiency of Gasoline Vapor Recovery Systems at Service 
Stations.'' adopted on December 9, 1975, amended March 30, 1976, and last 
amended December 4, 1981, as set forth in Attachment B hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board hereby amends Section 94001 of Title p.
California Administrative Code, as set forth in Attachment C hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board hereby adopts the "Certification 
Procedures for Gasoline Vapor Recovery Systems at Service Stations."' adopted 
on March 30, 1976, amended on August 25, 1977, amended August 9, 1978, and 
last amended December 4, 1981, as set forth in Attachment D hereto. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board hereby adopts Section 94006 of Title 17, 
California Administrative Code, as set forth in Attachment E hereto. 

- BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board hereby adopts the opposing
considerations and agency response summarized by staff, and directs the 
Executive Officer to prepare such summary in written fonn for inclusion in the 
Final Summary and Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking. 

I certify that the above is 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-71, as adopted 
by the Air Resources Board. 



Attachment A 

Amend Section 94000, Subchapter 8, Chapter 1, Part III of Title 17, Califorlia 

Acininistrative Code as follows: 

94000. Vapor Recovery Systems. The test procedures for detennining 

compliance with emission standards for gasoline vapors displaced during the 

fueling of underground storage tanks and vehicles shall be as set forth in 

"Test Procedures for Detennining the Efficiency of Gasoline Vapor Recovery 

Systems at Service Stations" adopted on December 9, 1975, -amet1Elflt-Ma.-d1-,3-0; 

-l97~.,,afld-,amet14e4.,AttgttS-t-·9r-i-97-8 as 1ast amended December 4, 1981. 

NOTE: Authority Cited: Sections 39600, 39601 and 41954, Health and Safety 
1 

Code. Reference: Sections 41954, 41955, 41956.1, 41959 and 41961, Health and 
Safety Code. 



Attachment B 

State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Test Procedures for Determining the Efficiency of 
Gasoline Vapor Recovery Systems at Service Stations 

Adopted: December 9, 1975 

Amended: March 30, 1976 

Amended: December 4, 1981 

Note: To assist the user, the most reaent amendments to these 
proaedUPes are set forth in italics. Revisions have 
been made to Seation 1. Introduction only. The remaining 
sections of the test proaedw>es are unahanged. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Test Procedures for Detennining the Efficiency of 
Gasoline Vapor Recovery Systems at Service Stations 

1. Introduction 

The following test procedures are for detennining the efficiency of 

vapor recovery systems (Sections 2 and 3) for controlling gasoline 

vapors emitted during the filling of storage tanks and vehicle fuel 
.. tanks. 

The test procedures for detennining the efficiency of systems for 

controlling gasoline vapors displaced during filling of underground 

storage tanks requires determination of the weight of gasoline 

vapors venied through the storage tank vent and the volume of 

gasoline dispensed. The percentage effectiveness of control is 

then calculated from these values. 

The test procedures for determining the efficiency of systems to 

control gasoline vapors displaced during vehicle fueling requires 

that the weight of vapors collected at the vehicle, corrected for 

vent losses, be compared to the potential mass emission calculated 

for that vehicle. A standard test sample of the vehicle population 

is to be tested and an average efficiency calculated. 

The potenti?l mass emissions are determined during the fueling of 

vehicles by measuring the mass of hydrocarbons collected from 
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vehicles from which no leak occurred. Potential emissions are 

expressed as a function of the vapor pressures of the dispensed 

fuel, the temperature of the dispensed fuel and the temperature 

of the gasoline in the test vehicle tank. This relationship is 

used as the baseline or reference from which the efficiency of 

a vehicle fueling vapor control system is evaluated. 

The sample of vehicles to be used for testing control systems shall 

be comprised of vehicles representative of the on-the-road vehicle 
.. 

population in tenns of vehicle miles travelled. 9Y~4fl~-tRe-¥efl4€ ➔ e 

test,-Re-ill&l"e-tRaR-teR-sp4tea€ks-w4 ➔➔ -ee-a➔➔ ewee-pe~-JQQ-¥e~4€➔~ 

testee,-a-sp4tea€k-ee4R~-a-fe~€efY➔ -e~eet4eR-ef- ➔ 4Eji:14e-~ase➔ 4Re 

8€GY~4R§-dY~4R§-tRe-aetYa➔ -fYe➔ 4R§~efle~at4eR-w4tR-t~e-ameYRt-ef­

➔ ~~Y4d-➔ ast-§~eate~-tRaR-a-few-m4 ➔➔ 4 ➔ 4te¥'5T--ARy-systems-wR4eR 
:I 

the-b:eeYt4¥e-Qff4ee~-eetef'fll4Res-4Re~eases-tRe-(lYaRt4ty-ef-➔ 4(l1:14d 

The test will be conducted during the nonnal operation of the service 

station. For vehicle fueling at a self-service station, the customers 

shall fuel the vehicles; at a full-service station, the service 

station attendant shall fuel the vehicles during the test period. 

No more than 30 days prior to the 100 vehicle efficiency test, the 

entire vapor recovery system is to be tested for leaks in accordance 

with the cr~~eria specified in Title 19 Chapter 1 Subchapter 11.5 

Section 1918.35 (j) and 1918.56 (j), in the State Fire Marshal's regu­

lations, in addition the total ullage space shall not be more than 
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6,000 gallons. During the performance test, maintenance, adjustment, 

replacement of components or other such alteration of the control 

system is not allowed unless such action is specifically called for 

in the system's maintenance manual. Any such alteration shall be 

recorded on the day on which the alteration was perfonned. During 

the testing, the control system will be sealed in such a manner 

that unauthorized maintenance may be detected. Maintenance is to 

be perfonned only after notification of the person in charge of 

the testing except in case of an emergency. Unauthorized maintenance 
I 

may be reason for inmediate failure of the test. 

For systems which are identical in design and include the same 

components as systems tested and found to comply with the test 

procedures, but differ, primarily in size, the owner or vendor 
# 

may demonstrate compliance capability and obtain approval by 

submitting engineering and/or test data demonstrating the rela­

tionship between capacity and throughput of each component whose 

performance is a function of throughput. Examples of such com­

ponents include: blowers, catalyst, carbon or other adsorbant, 

compressors, heat exchangers, combustors, piping, etc. 



Attachment C 

Amend Section 94001, Subchapter 8, Chapter 1, Part III of Title 17, Califfrnia 

Administrative Code as follows: 

94001. Certification of Vapor Recovery Systems. The certification of 

gasoline vapor recovery systems at service stations shall be accomplished in 

accordance with the Air Resources Board's "Certification Procedures for I 

Gasoline Vapor Recovery Systems at Service Stations" adopted on March 30, · 

197 6, ,ainende-d-on·-Attg1ts-t-25,-tt7-7-;-m,ct-~nde-ct-At:tgtttt ~.-1-m as last amen~ed 
I 

December 4, 1981. 

NOTE: Authority Cited: Sections 39600, 39601 and 41954, Health and Safety 
Code. Reference: Sections 41954, 41955, 41956.1, 41959 and 41961, Healthl and 
Safety Code. 



State of California 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Certification Procedures for Gasoline 
Vapor Recovery Systems at Service Stations 

I. General Applicability 

These certification procedures are adopted pursuant to Section 41954 

of the Health and Safety Code and are applicable to vapor recovery 

systems installed at gasoline service stations for controlling gaso-

., line vapors emitted during the filling of storage tanks (Phase I) 

and vehicle fuel tanks (Phase II). Vapor recovery systems are complete 

systems and shall include all necessary piping, nozzles, couplers, 

processing units, underground tanks and any other equipment necessary 

for the control of gasoline vapors during fueling operations at 
#

service stations. 

The certification procedures are not intended to be used to certify 

individual system components. For systems which are identical in 

design and include the same components as systems tested and certifie~, 

but differ, primarily in size, the manufacturer may demonstrate com­

pliance capability and obtain certification by submitting engineering 

and test data demonstrating the relationship between capacity and 

throughput of each component whose perfonnance is a function of 

throughput. 
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G. System Time - Hours that the system needs to be capable of 

controlling vapor emissions. For the 90-day reliability 

test period, this would be 2160 hours (24 hours per day x 

90 days). 

H. System Down-Time - The time (in hours) that the vapor recovery 

system is not operating as designed. 

I. Spitbaak - A loss of more than one milliliter of liquid gasoline 

oaaUITing during the dispensing of gasoline into the vehiale.. 
fuel tank. 

J. Spillage - A loss of more than one mi"lliliter of liquid gasoline 

from the gasoline nozzle oaaul'l'ing as a result of preparing to 

fuel a vehiale or at the end of a fueling operation in returning 
# 

the nozzle to the dispenser. 

IIL General Standards 

A. Certification of a system by the California Air Resources Board 

does not exempt the system from compliance with other applicable 

codes and regulations such as fire, weights and measures, and 

safety codes. 

B. Phase II systems must be capable of fueling, without the use of 

nozzle spout extenders, any motor vehicle that may be fueled at 

service stations not equipped with vapor recovery systems. 
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· I I. Defi ni ti ons 

A. Vapor-balance or displacement vapor recovery system - A 

gasoline vapor control system which uses direct displacement 

to force vapors into the underground tank (or bulk delivery 

tank) to prevent the emission of displaced vapors to the 

atmosphere during Phase I and/or Phase II operations. 

B. Vacuum-assisted or vacuum-assisted secondary system.- A 

•• 
gasoline vapor control system, which employs a pump, blower, 

or other vacuum inducing .devices, to collect and/or process 

vapors generated during vehicle fueling (Phase II) operations. 

C. Phase I - Control of vapors from underground tank fueling 

D. 

operations. 
,, 

Phase II - Control of vapors from vehicle fueling operations. 

~etR§-RaRe-heia~ A hose nozzle valve provided with automatia 

closing features to safeguard its use. 

F. On-Stream Efficiency Factor - That factor which indicates the 

fraction of time that the vapor recovery system is operating 

as the system was designed to operate. 

On-Stream Efficiency Factor= ts - td 
ts 

Where ts= System Time, Hours 

¼=System Down-Time, Hours 
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- IV. Perfonnance Standards 

A. The system shall complete an operational test of at least 

90 days. During the test, replacement of components or 

alteration of the control system is not allowed, except that 

the Executive Officer may allow replacement or alte.ration of 

a component if the component has been damaged due to an 

accident or vandalism and if he/she detennines that the 

replacement or alteration would not affect the operational 

test results. No maintenance or adjustment to the system 

will be allowed during the certification test unless such 

action is specifically called for in the system's maintenance 

manual. The control system will be sealed in such a manner 

that unauthorized maintenance or adjustment may be detected. 

Mainte~ance or adjustment is to be perfonned only after 

notification of the person in charge of the testing, except 

in case of an emergency. Unauthorized maintenance or adjust­

ment may be reason for immediate failure of the test. 

A system component submitted to the Executive Officer for 

evaluation subsequent to July 1, 1977, may be subjected to 

a shorter operational test, if the Executive Officer detennines 

that the reliability of the component may be adequately 

demonstrated in a period shorter than 90 days. 
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B. The system shall prevent emission to the atmosphere of at 

least 90 percent or that percentage by weight of the gasoline 

vapors displaced during the filling of the stationary storage 

tank as required by applicable air pollution control district 

rules and regulations. The percentages of control shall be 

determined as described in Section 2.0 of the "Test Procedures 

for Determining the Efficiency of Gasoline Vapor Recovery· 

Systems at Service Stations" as incorporated in Title 17, 

•• sYheRa~teP-8, Section 94000, California Administrative Code • 

C. The system shall prevent emission to the a1mosphere of an 

average of at least 90 percent or that percentage by weight 

of the gasoline vapors displaced during the filling of the 

vehicle fuel tanks as required by applicable air pollution 
I 

control district rules and regulations. The specified 

percentage of control shall be determined by multiplying 

the on-stream efficiency factor (definition F, Section II) 

by the efficiency of the system as determined by testing 

in accordance with the procedures in Section 3.0 of the "Test 

Procedures for Determining the Efficiency of Gasoline Vapor 

Recovery Systems at Service Stations" as incorporated in 

Title 17, GRa~teP-l,-SYBeAa~teP-8, Section 94000 of the 

California Administrative Code. 
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D. No more than ten spitbacks or twenty instances of spillage 

per 100 vehicle fuelings shall occur during the testing in 

accordance uJith the procedures in Section 3.0 of the "Test 

Procedures for Determining the Efficiency of Gasoline Vapor 

Recovery Systems at Service Stations" as incorporated in 

Title 17, Section 94000 of the Califomia Administrative 

Code. In addition, the Executive Officer shall certify 

only those systems which he or she d.etermines: (i) bJill 

not increase the quantity of liquid lost through spitback 

or spillage over that quantity typical of non-vapor 

recovery systems, (ii) can be expected to perform with 

such durahility and reliahility that excessive spitbaaks 

or spillage will not be caused by failure of critical 

systemwomponents, and (iii) incorporate provisions to 

prevent a buildup, during fueling of the vehicle, of pressure 

in the vehicle fuel tank sufficient to cause foreeful 

ejection of gasoline. This determination shall be based 

on data obtained during the testing in accordance uJith 

Section 3 of the Test Procedures referred to ahove, failure 

mode testing, evaluation of reliahility and durahility of 

the system, and such other performance testing as the 

Exeautive Officer deems necessary. 

E. -QT Prior to Air Resources Board certification of the vapor 

recovery system, plans and specifications for the intended 
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generic system shall be submitted to the State Fire Marshal's 

Office for review to determine whether the system creates a 

hazardous condition or is contrary to adopted fire safety 

regulations. Final determination by the State Fire Marshal 

may be contingent upon a review of each pilot installation 

of the proposed system. Compliance with the State Fire 

Marshal's requirements shall be a precondition to certifi­

cation by the Air Resources Board. 

•• F.-E..- Prior to Air Resources Board certification, the system shall 

be submitted for type approval to the California Department 

of Food and Agriculture, Division of Measurement Standards 

and certified by such Division. Only those systems meeting 

the requirements of the California Business and Professions 
# 

Code and the California Administrative Code will be issued 

certificates of approval by the Division of Measurement 

Standards; such certification shall be a precondition to 

certification by the Air Resources Board. Certification 

testing by Measurement Standards and the Air Resources Board 

may be conducted concurrently. 

G.-~T Prior to certification of the system, the manufacturer of 

the system shall submit the system to the California 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal OSHA) 

for determining compliance with appropriate safety regulations. 
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This may be conducted concurrently with certification testing 

by the Air Resources Board. Compliance with Cal OSHA require­

.ments shall be a precondition to certification by the Air 
"\

Resources Board. 

V. General RLirements Aeelicable to Certification of all Control Systems 

A. An opera~n~-ana-required maintenance manual shall be submitted 

to the Executive Officer for each gasoline vapor control system 

submitted for certification. The operating manual shall, as a 

minimum, contain: 

1. Identification of critical operating parameters affecting 

system operation, e.g •• maximum dispensing rates; liquid 

to vapor flow rate ratios; pressures; etc. The operating 

ra~ge of these parameters associated with nonnal, in­

compliance operation of the control system shall be 

identified. These operating data shall be determined 

and/or verified during the perfonnance test of the system~ 

2. Identification of specific maintenance requirements 

and maintenance schedules necessary to ensure on-going 

operation in compliance with the applicable standards. 

Maintenance requirements shall be clearly identified 

as being capable of perfonnance by the operator, or 

as requiring authorized service only. Operating 

manuals shall provide clear instruction on operator 
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maintenance and shall provide clear warnings againsJ 

unauthori;ed service. Maintenance schedules sha( at 

~ minimum, reflect the life of individual compon\nts 

~p~~ fs regulat?rs, compress?rs~ nozzles, pressu~ 

\'acuum valves, catalysts, combustor components, etc. 

~y~tems requiring maintenance which the Executive 

Pfficer finds unreasonable will be disapproved.
V . • . .. , .. . . - . 

IQenti:Fication of system.components for ~ach control system 

E~rtified~ Components shall, as applicable, be i~entified 

~y brand name, part number, and/or perfonnance characteris-
, •• ? I ' t -- - , '_ · ::. _. ~ ·. . :...- -. . . ~ _ ~ .: -

fi~~~ !he iden:tjfication shall be sufficiently clE!~l" so ~s , 

· :.to allow determinatjon of comparability between tested and 
i.,, ::, ·-· -

Ul'.ltested models, and/or to allow determination of the 
\_:-; . • ~ -

adtquacy of replacement parts. 

4. A warranty statement which complies with.the requirements of ~. ;--... ~ ' ~--

p~r~graph V. C. herein. 

B. Indicating gauges, or alanns, or detection devices, or combination 

.thereof, shall be included in each control system as required to 
;_' 

~nable monitoring of the critical system operation parameters. 

The gauges and alarms shall serve to alert and warn the gasoline 

service station owner or operator with an audible signal or 
,,_ . . 

warning light when the gasoline vapor control system is mal~ 

functioning. Such gauges and alarms shall, as applicable,.' 
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include temperature and pressure indicators, pass/fail hydro­

carbon detectors, etc. These shall indicate the performance 

of critical components such as compressors, carbon canisters, 

etc. Specific examples of necessary devices are: temperature 

indicators installed in control systems which utilize refrigera­

tion as a control technique; pressure indicators installed in 

control systems which utilize compression as a control technique; 

hydrocarbon breakthrough detectors installed in control systems 

which utilize carbon adsorption or flexible bladders or seals as 

a control technique, and pressure differential indicators on 

vapor return lines to detect liquid blockage of the lines. 

C. The manufacturer of the vapor recovery system shall provide a 

three-year warranty for the system. An exception to the 
# 

warranty may be for those components of the system which the 

maintenance manual identifies as having expected useful lives 

of less than three years; the warranty in these cases may 

specify the expected life. 

The manufacturer of each vapor recovery system shall warrant 

in writing to the ultimate purchaser and each subsequent 

purchaser that such vapor recovery system is: 

1. Designed, built, and equipped so as to conform at the 

time of sale with the applicable regulations; and 

2. Free from defects in materials and workmanship which 

cause such vapor recovery system to fail to conform 

with applicable regulations for three years. 



11 

D. The adequacy of methods of distribution, replacement parts 

program, the financial responsibility of the applicant, and 

other factors affecting the economic interests of the system 

purchaser shall be evaluated by the Executive Officer and 

determined by him or her to be satisfactory to protect the 

purchaser. A determination of financial responsibility by 

the Executive Officer shall not be deemed to be a guarantee 

or endorsement of the applicant. 

E. The Executive Officer shall certify only those systems which, 

on the basis of an engineering evaluation of the system design 

and component quality, can be expected to perform with reasonable 

durability and reliability over the three-year warranty period 

specified in Paragraph V.C. herein. , 
F. Whenever these Certification Px>ocedures are a:mend.ed to include 

additional perfomtance standa.rds or other requirements for 

certifiaation of systems, any system which is certified as 

of t~e effective date of the additional standards or require­

ments shall remain certified for a period of six months from 

swh date, or until the Executive Officer has determined 

~hether the system conforms to the additional standards or 

requirements, whichever occurs first. However, if during 

this period the system manufacturer does not comply ~ith 

swh conditions as the Executive Officer deems necessary to 

https://a:mend.ed
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ass'U1'e prompt evaluation of the system pursuant to the 

additional stand.ams or requirements, the Executive Officer 

may revoke the prior cePtification. 

In determining whether a previously certified system 

conforms with any additional performa:nae standards or 

othe:r> requirements adopted subsequent to certifiaation 

of the system, the Executive Office:r> may consider any 

appropriate data obtained in the previous certification 

testing or evaluation of the system in lieu of new 

testing or evaluation. 

VI. Application for Certification 

A. An application for certification of a vapor recovery system 
I 

(Phase I or Phase II) may be made to the Air Resources Board 

by any manufacturer. Certification will be granted to any 

applicant meeting the applicable standards and criteria. 

B. The application shall be in writing, signed by an authorized 

representative of the manufacturer. and shall include the 

following: 

1. A detailed description of the configuration of the vapor 

recovery system including but not limited to the following: 

a. The underground piping configuration and specifications 

(pipe sizes, lengths, fittings, material(s). etc.); 

b. Gasoline dispensing nozzle to be used for Phase II; 
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c. Engineering parameters for pLDllps and vapor processing 

units to be used as part of the vapor recovery 

system; and 

d. Allowable pressure drops through the system. 

2. Evidence demonstrating the vapor recovery reliability of 

the systan or device for 90 days; 

3. Adescription of tests performed to ascertain compliance 

with the general standards, and the results of such tests; 

4. A statement of recommended maintenance procedures, equipment' 

perfonnance checkout procedures, and equipment necessary to 

assure that the vapor recovery system, in operation, conforms 

to the regulations, plus a description of the program for ,, 
training personnel for such maintenance, and the proposed 

replacement parts program; 

5. Six copies of the service and operating manuals that will be 

supplied to the purchaser; 

6. A statement that a vapor recovery system, installed at an 

operating facility, will be available for certification 

testing no later than one month after submission of the 

application for certification. The facility submitted for 

certification testing shall have a minimum throughput of 

100,000 gallons per month and shall include at least six 

nozzles of each type submitted for approval. There shall 
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- not be more than two types of nozzles at any one test 

facility. 

7. The retail price of the system and an estimate of the 

;nstallation and yearly maintenanc~ costs; 

8. A copy of the warranty or warranties provided with the 

system; 

9 • If the application is for a system previously tested, but 

not certified, the application shall include identification 

of the system components which have been changed; including 

all new physical and operational characteristics; together 

with any new test results obtained by the applicant; and 

10. Sush other information as the Executive Officer may 

reasonably require. 

VII. Fees and Testing 

A. A fee not to exceed the actual cost of certification will be 

charged by the Air Resources Board to each applicant submitting 

system(s) for certification. The applicant is required to 

demonstrate ability to pay the cost of testing prior to certi­

fication testing. This may take the form of posting a bond of 

not less than $20,000. A resolution of certification of the 

system will not be issued until the test fee has been paid in 

full to the Air Resources Board. 
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B. Testing may be conducted by an independent contractor under 

contract to the Air Resources Board. The contractor will be 

responsible solely to the Air Resources Board for the conduct 

of the certification test and the test results. 

VIII. Certification 

A. If the Executive Officer determines that a vapor recovery system 

conforms to all requirements set forth in paragraphs I through Viii 
I 

herein, he or she shall issue an order of certification. The 

order may prescribe the conditions for issuance of the certifica-1 

tion including but not limited to: a minimum allowable on.-strea~., 

factor, maximum allowable monthly throughput, installation / 

constraints, operating parameters, compliance with safety codes 

and reg\Jlations, compliance with measurement standards regulations, 

and approval for use at self-service stations or at only attendant­

serve stations. 

B. If after certification of a system the manufacturer wishes to 

modify the system, the proposed modifications must be submitted 

to the Executive Officer in a format specified by the Executive 

Officer for approval prior to their implementation. Such 

modifications may include substitution of components, elimina­

tion of components and modification of the system configuration. 

No person shall install or operate a system which is different 

in any significant respect from the system certified by the 

Air Resouces Board. 
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C. If after certification of a system, the Executive Officer 

finds the system to no longer meet the specified certifica­

tion specifications, the Executive Officer may, as appropriate, 

revoke or modify his or her prior certification. Except in 

cases where the public safety requires immediate protection, 

the Executive Officer shall not revoke or modify a prior 

certification without the manufacturer's consent unless the 

Executive Officer conducts a public hearing. The manufacturer 

,. shall be notified of the public hearing in writing and the 

notification shall be given so as to be received by the 

manufacturer at least ten days before the hearing date. 

D. Any manufacturer of a system shall, as a condition of certi­

fication of the system by the Air Resources Board, agree that 
# 

so long as only one such system is certified by the Air Resources 

Board, such manufacturer shall either: (1) agree to enter into 
i 

such cross-licensing or other agreements as the Executive Officer 
I 

detennines are necessary to ensure adequate competition among 

manufacturers of such systems to protect the public interest; 

and (2) agree as a condition to such certification that if only 

such system from one manufacturer is made available for sale 

to the public, the Executive Officer shall, taking into considera­

tion the cost of manufacturing the system and the manufacturer's 

suggested retail price, and in order to protect the public 

interest, determine the fair and reasonable retail price of 

such system, and may require, as a condition to continued 

certification of such system, that the retail price _not exceed 

the retail price detennined by the Executive Officer. 



Attachment E 

Add Section 94006, Subchapter 8, Chapter 1, Part III of Title 17, California 

Administrative Code as follows: 

Section 94006. Defects Substantially Impairing the Effectiveness of Vapor 
I 

Recovery Systems Used in Motor Vehicle Fueling Operations. I 

For the purposes of Section 41960.2 of the Health and Safety Code, 

the following constitute equipment defects in systems for the control of 

gasoline vapors resulting from motor vehicle fueling operations which 

substantially impair the effectiveness of the systems in reducing air 

contaminants: 

(a) Absence or disconnection of any component required to be u ed 

in the Executive Order(s) that certified the system. 

(b) A vapor hose which is crimped or flattened such that the vapor 

passage is blocked, or the pressure drop through the vapor hose exceeds bra 

factor of two or more the requirements in the system certified in the 

Executive Order(s) applicable to the system. 

(c) A nozzle boot which is torn in one or more of the followin1 
' 

manners: 

1. Triangular-shaped or similar tear 1/2 inch or more to a 
side, or hole 1/2 inch or more in diameter or, 

2. Slit 1 inch or more in length. 

(d) Faceplate or flexible cone which is damaged in the following 

manner: 

1. For balance nozzles and for nozzles for aspirator and 

eductor assist type systems, damage shall be such that the capability to 

achieve a seal with a fill pipe interface is affected for 1/4 of the 

circumference of the faceplate (accumulated). 

I 



/4 2. For nozzles for vacuum assist-type systems, more than 

of the flexible cone missing. 

(e) Nozzle shutoff mechanisms which malfunction in any manner. 

(f) Vapor return lines, including such components as swivels, 

anti-recirculation valves and underground piping, which malfunction or ar~ 

blocked, or restricted such that ressure drop throu h the lines exceeds 
I 

ya 

factor of two or more requirements s ecified in the Executive Order(s) th t 

certified the system. 

(g) Vapor processing unit which is inoperative. 

(h) Vacuum producing device which is inoperative. 

(i) Pressure/vacuum relief valves, vapor check valves, or dry 

breaks which are inoperative. 

(j) Any equipment defect which is identified in an Executive Otlder 

certifyin a system ursuant to the Certification Procedures incorporated 
' 
1 in 

Section 94001 of Title 17, California Administrative Code, as substantially 

impairing the effectiveness of the system in reducing air contaminants. 

All nozzles affected by the above defects are to be considered 

defective. 

NOTE: Authority Cited: Sections 39600, 39601 and 41960.2, Health and Sa ety 
Code. Reference: Sections 41954 and 41960.2, Health and Safety Code. 



Memorandum 

To Huey D. Johnson 
Dote :Secretary Oecembe; 30, 1981 

!Resources Agency 
Sub;ect: Filing df 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 cormnents raised during the comment period. 

-~~~A/°
Sally Rump 
Board Secretary 

attachments 
Resolution 81-71 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of the Secretary 

DE:C 3 0 1981 

Resources Agency of California 
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State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response to Significant Environmental Issues 

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Amendments to Sections 94000 and 94001 ahd 
1Adoption of Section 94006 in Title 17, CaHfornia Administrative Core,

and to Consider Amendments to Certification and Test Procedures for 
Vapor Recovery Systems. 

Agenda Item No.: 81-25-3 
1 

I 

Public Hearing Date: December 4, 1981 

Response Date: December 4, 1981 

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board 

Comment: No comments were received identifying any environmental issues j
pertaining to this item. The staff al so identified no environme tal 
issues. · 

Response: N/A 

CERTIFIED: 

Date: 

RECEIVED BY 
Office of ttie Secretary 

DEC 3 0 1981 

Resources Agency of California 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Resolution 81-72 

December 16, 1981 

WHEREAS, Sally Rump has served as the Board Secretary since 
August 1979; 

WHEREAS, she has cheerfully and efficiently, and with great 
fortitude, carried out the duties of her position; 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that: 

Even when going through musty rooms to carry out the 
monumental task of identifying, organizing, and setting 
up the Board records of past hearings, she followed 
through with tenacity, and her effort resulted in a most 
difficult job well done; 

She performed the nearly impossible task of seeing that 
the Board was at the appointed time and place, even under 
the worst conditions such as airline strikes, fog, or 
out-of-the-way meetings, with ingenuity and imagination, 
calm and patience; and 

WHEREAS, she has accepted a position with the Board's Regional 
Programs Division to serve as coordinator for the review of 
proposed and adopted district rules and regulations to be 
submitted to EPA as SIP revisions; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Air Resources Board members 
and staff express their great appreciation for the excellent job
she has done for the Air Resources Board and hereby express their 
best wishes for continued success in her new position with the 
Board. 

I certify that the above ts 
a true and correct copy of 
Resolution 81-72, as adopted
by the Air Resources Boa rd. 

.ve Officer 




