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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 of
’ Model Year Hydrocarbons Monoxide Nitrogen (NOE)
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 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 Nitragen
1984 and 1.3 5.5 5.1

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.

(c) The test procedures for determining comptiance with standards
applicable to 1982 and subsequent are set forth in the "California Exhaust |
Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1982 and Subsequent Model Heavy-
Duty Engines and Vehicles", adopted October 5, 1976, as last amended
‘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.
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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.: 81-1-1

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

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; T

WHEREAS, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) recently promuigated newﬂheavy-

duty engine gaseous emission regulations to be implemented commencing in 1984 based

upon transient cycle test procedures; \ |

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board at the May 1980 public hearing elected to %xtend
the current California heavy-duty engine standards one additional year (1983) in
order to reduce the manufacturers' certification burden during the fac1}1t1§s
changeover necessary to comply with the new federal heavy-duty emissions control
regulations; |

\
|
WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations req‘zre
that no project having adverse environmental impacts be adopted as 0r1g1naiTy
proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures are availabie;
WHEREAS, the Board finds that adopting the federal "Gaseous Emission Regulations
for 1984 and Later Model Year Heavy-Duty Engines" as an optional test procedure
for California would provide manufacturers with the flexibility needed to imple-
ment the federal heavy-duty program thus providing a significant economic benefit
while maintaining the stringency of the California exhaust emission standards 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
the transient cycle test procedure are at least as stringent as the app11ca
California hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide standards based upon the steady-
test procedures;

tate

standard for the 1984 and subsequent model year heavy-duty engines based upon the
federal transient cycle is equivalent to the current steady-state NOx stand

for 1984;

WHEREAS, EPA is Tikely to promulgate subsequent amendments to the federal "Gaseous

WHEREAS, the Board finds the proposed California optional oxides of n1troge#
Emission Regulations for 1984 and Later Model Year Heavy-Duty Engines"; ﬁ
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WHEREAS, the Boar&'finds that adopting the federal heavy-duty transient cyc]
test procedures and regulations for 1984 and later as an option would have T

adverse impact on air quality, and therefore no mitigation of environmental
effects s required; and,

in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been he]d
11340), Part 1, Division 3, Title 2 of the Government Code; .

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that. the Board hereby amends Section 1956.7,
Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3 of Title 13, California Administrative Code,
as set forth in Attachment A hereto;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby adopts the "California Exhaus#
Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1982 and Subsequent Model Heavy-Duty
Engines and Vehicles," adopted October 5, 1976, amended May 22, 1980, and as

last amended January 21, 1981, as set forth in Attackment B hereto;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby determines that the exhaust N
emission standards adopted herein are, in the aggregate, at least as protective
of public health and welfare as applicable federal standards;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby delegates to the Executive Officer
the authority to adopt amendments to the "California Exhaust Emission Standards
and Test Procedures for 1982 and Subsequent Model Heavy-Duty Engines and
Vehicles," adopted October 5, 1976, amended May 22, 1980, and as last amended
January 21, 1981, as set forth in Attachment B hereto, to conform to subsequent
amendments to the federal "Gaseous Emission Regulations for 1984 and Later Model
Year Heavy-Duty Engines" promulgated by EPA, and directs the Execative Officer
to bring to the attention of the Board any EPA amendments which bear upon the
overall stringency of the standards.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby directs the Executive Officer|to
evaluate the technological and economic feasibility of the Board's standards
for 1984 and subsequent model year heavy-duty engines and vehicles contained 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 con-
tained in Title 13, California Administrative Code, Section 1956.7 rather than
EPA's regulations, EPA enforce only those standards and test procedures actually
contained in Section 1956.7.

I certify that the above is a true and
~correct copy of Resolution 81-1, as
adopted by the Air Resources Board.

Sally Rump, %rd Secretary;




CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS
AND TEST PROCEDURES FOR 1982 -
AND SUBSEQUENT MODEL
HEAVY-DUTY ENGINES AND VEHICLES

The provisions of Subparts A and D, Part 86, Title 40, Code of Federal
Regulations, as they pertain to heavy-duty engines and vehic]es, 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 Vehicless. For manufacturer

U

that elect to certify heavy-duty engines pursuant to the federal transie

cycle Test procedures and regulations for 1984 and subsequent years, the

provisions of Subparts A and N, Part 86, Code of Federal Regulations
promulgated January 21, 1980 are hereby adopted as optional "California
Exhaust Emission Test Procedures and Requlations for 1984 and Subsequent

Model Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles." The federal procedures are
applicable with the following exceptions and additions:

subsequent model heavy-duty engines and vehicles tested purs

A. 1= Subsection A of this procedure is applicable to new 1982 and;

uant to

the primary and optional test procedures and standards.

1. 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.

z2. Definitions.

a. "Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air
Rescurces Board.

b. "Certificate of Conformity" means "Executive Order"
certifying vehicles for sale in California.

c. "Certification" means certification as defined in Sect1on
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 pounﬂs

or less.
1
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5. 5=

-

Ir\:
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Any reference to vehicle or engine sales throughout the Un1te¢

States

shall mean vehicle or engine sales in California. 1

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

Vehicle manufacturers shall affix a decal on each production -
vehicle in accordance with Section 43200 of the Ca11forn1a
Health and Safety Code.

Subsection B of this procedure is applicable to the primary |
test procedures and standards for diesel all heavy-duty enginés

and vehicles:

For gasoline and diesel-powered engines and vehicles:

&67

o
~d
ol

16-

- Engine manufacturers may apply durability and/or emission

Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph i
86.079-24(f) may be from engines previously certified ‘
by EPA or ARB. 1

The requirement in subparagraph 86.079-28(b)(4)(i)(B)
(durability engines must meet emission standards) sha]]
refer to federal emission standards. |
Labeling required pursuant to paragraph 86.079-35 and
Section 1965, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California
Adm1n1strat1ve Code sha]] conform with the requirements
specified in the "California Motor Vehicie Tune-Up Label
Specifications."

T

A statement must be supplied that the production engine
shall be in all material respects the same as those for
which certification was granted.

- The average brake horsepower at each mode shall be repaorted

for.all emission tests.

test data from 1979 and earlier model years towards
certification for 1982 and subsequent models for similar
engines, notwithstanding differences in the instrumentation.
In the event that hydrocarbon emission data based on measure-
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.

For gasoline-powered engines and vehicles only:
a. The mechanism for adjusting the idle air/fuel m1xture,
if any shall be designed so that either: I
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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 1ikely 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 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.

A gasoline-powered vehicle manufacturer shall provide with |
the-feilewing-in-its the application:

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

ii.  Identification and description of the engines to be
used in those vehicle models.

= 11i.  Reference to the engine manufacturer's Executive Order

certifying these engines.

If a gasoline-powered engine manufacturer requires the use -
of unleaded fuel, a statement will be required that the :
engine and transmission combinatians for which certification
is requested are designed to operate satisfactorily on a |
gasoline having a research octane number not greater than 91.
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3.

Exhaust Emission Standards:

For diesel-powered heavy-duty engines only:

a. No durability fleet or smoke emission test will be required
and any reference to durability testing shall be optional.
No deterioration factor shall be used for calculating the
emission test results. The 125 hour test shall be used to
determine compliance with the emission standards.

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.

1. 13-

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 (NOE)

1982 -

OR¥ - 25 5

1984 . and 0.5 25 4.5
subseguent ‘ :

|N

1983 1.0 25 6.0

w

*The two sets of standards for each model year are alternatives.
A manufacturer has the option for each engine family of showing
compliance with either set.

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

The following optional exhaust emission standards are applicable

pursuant to the federal test procedure and requlations 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.**




. . State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD .

Response 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.

CERTIFIED: W
Sally Rump ‘ ' '
. Board Secretary

S/2/ /2

‘(Date}

RECEIVED BY
Office of the Secrstary

APR 06 103

Resources Agency of California




State of California

-

Memorandum

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

Decision of the Air
Resources Board

From : Air Resources Board

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

Sally Rump

‘ Board Secretary

attachmgqts_, . '}

Resolution 81-10

RECEWED BY
Office of the Secretary

- . - : APR-0 6 198]

Resources Agency of California




' State of California

Memorandum

@

From

l/

Gary Rubenstein Date : March 12, 1981
Deputy Executive Officer

Subject : Heavy-Duty Engin

Standards - implementir
/£A-__ action
W. Thomas Jennifgs

Staff Counsel

Air Resources Board

Attached for your review are:
(a) Resolution 81-1;

(1) 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 Summary 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 splitting of HC & NOx for the primary
1984 standards, and separating reguirements for diesels and gasoline-
powered vehicles in Section B of the test procedures. I have reviewed
these changes and they appear appropriate.

Attachments

1e
g Board




State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Reso]ut10n 81 2

May 21 1981 _
" Agenda Item No. 81-10-1

WHEREAS, Sections 39600 and 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 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 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 provisions in
Sections 91200-91206 of Title 17, California Administrative Code;

WHEREAS, Assembly Bi11 3067 (Stats. 1980 Ch. 1283) amends Section 41512 of
the Health and Safety Code to authorize imposition of source testing fees

only for tests conducted to determine compliance with permit conditions or
state or local laws or regulations relating to air pollution, and to require
the Board to adopt procedures by which an operator may request that compliance
testing be conducted by an independent testing service, which request may be
denied by the Board for good cause;

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations req&ire
that no project having significant adverse environmental impacts be adopted as
originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures are avaijl-
able;

WHEREAS, the Board finds that it is necessary to amend Sections 91200- 91206,

and adopt Sections 91207-91220 of Title 17, California Administrative Code, to
delete authorization of imposition fees for tests conducted for purposes other
than determining compliance; to redefine "source" and define "responsible party";
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 te£t1ng
by independent testers, Board evaluation of such requests, and the conduct and
followup of tests by independent testers;

WHEREAS, the Board finds that for its enforcement program to be effective, ‘11
compliance testing, including tests by independent testers, must be conducted
in a manner in which the integrity and accuracy of the tests are assured, the
Board has the ability to conduct tests without advance notice to the operator
and to respond quickly in unforeseeable situations, and the test results are
useable, particularly in subsequent court proceedings which may arise;
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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 1, 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

S5ally Rump, Secretary




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 Fees

91200. Scope and Peolicy; 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.

(b) Phe-fee-schedules-in-this-Sukehapter-shati-be

effective-statewider The following definitions apply

for the purposes of this Subchapter only.

te¥ (1) "Source" means (i) any permit unit,

article, machine, equipment or other contrivance which
may cause the issuance of air contaminantsws; or (ii) any

—_— e

substance, such as fuel or an architectural coating, the

content, characteristics, manufacture, sale, distribution .

or use of which is restricted by any State or local law,

rule, regulation or order relating to air pollutionf

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

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

Section, the owner, operator, or user of a source; or

{ii) in reference to sources defined in Subsection

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

the substance in its entirety, the user of the substance,

or any seller or offeror for sale of the substance.

AT-1




(3) "Independent tester" means a 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 of-the-State-Board-er-his-or-her
authoerized-representaeive finds that it is necessary to
determine the-extent-and-amount-of-emiasiens-£frem compliance

of any atr-poiiutien-emissien 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, said-effiecer-sr-representative he
gi she may require the testing of such source by-the
cotlection-of-emissions-samples-and-the-analygis-eof-sueh
sampies by qualified personnel of the State Board, er by
an independent contractor to the State Boards s Oor by an

independent tester specified by the responsible party

upon approval by the Executive Officer.

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

personnel or an independent contractor to the Board,

fthe responsible party eperater-or-ewner-of-the-seuree

AT-2




(3) "Independent tester" means a person,

other than an employee of the State Board, who engages

in the testing of sources to determine compliance with

State 9£>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 QOfficer eof-the-State-Beard-or-his-er—her
gmtherized-representative finds that it is necessary to

determine the-extent-and-ameunt-of-emiasions—-£frem compliance

of any atr-potiutien-emissien 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, said-efficer-er-represertative he

or she may regquire the testing of such source by-the
cotiection-of-emisaions-samples—and-the-analtysia-of-such
- sampies by qualified personnel of the State Board, er by

an independent contractor to the State Board:-L or by an

independent tester specified by the responsible party

upon approval by the Executive Officer.

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

personnel or an independent contractor to the Board,

Fthe responsible party eperater-er—-ewner-ef-the-seuree

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 sodrcefl The fees listed in the schedule shall

be the maximum fees and shall be reduced by 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 by the Executive Officer

based on the cost to conduct the test.

Estimated costi to perform source tests and other

special tests.
Pype-of-Feat
Seuree-Peates

Basie—teseg—and
Particulate-Matter-Fese
Suifur-prexide-Fest
Sutfurie-Aeid-Miae-tinciuding— saifuf
trioxidetr-arnd-butfur-Pirexide-Fest
Oxtdes-of-Nieregen-Fe e
Hydrogen-Sulfide-Pest
Fluerides-FPeat 3
Carben-Menexide-Fese=
Potat-Hydreearbon-Fest=
Eentinueous-24-hovr-aAnatyzer-Fest
Eontinunous-Feur-heur-Anaiyzer-Lest
6as—Chrematographie-Anaityain-of
Unknewn-Peliukantsd 3
Suifur-centent-of-Fuai-Feat=

Speeint-Festks

Reid-Yapor-Pressure-Feat
VYinyi-Ehioride-Monttoring-Feak
Yiaibie-Emisaieon-Evaluatieon-TesE
Partieutate-FaliouvE-Festing
Proating-Roof-Fark-Inspeetion
Yeper-Reeevery-Gystem—Inspectien

Yaive-and-Flange-heak-TPese

AT-3

. Fee f

$1-355-08
175708/ sampie - ‘
126798 /=sampie |

150-00/sampie |
80700/=ampte
70-068/3ampte
385-80/sampie !
8- 06/9ampie
56-08/sampie
171326700 /day
385 064kent

2768-60/sampie |
25:080/keat |

3b:-80Ftest
25:00/9ampie :
330-00/evatuation|
#5-86/9ample _
145+ Oeftnspeetien\
5558615766 780F |
iﬁspeetien
i-1b/tent


https://i,i55.,.ee

1----Eatimated-fees-for-any-test-not-kisted-akeove-shati
be-determined-by—the-Brecutive-0ffiecrs

27---Fhe-basic-test-fee-appitea-onity-to-source-testi-totat
seource-test-fees-conatat-of-the-basie-test-fee-pkua
the-fee-for-each-ef-the-specifie-testa-perfermeds

37---ff-this-test-is-not-conducted-in-conjuction-with-the
activities-which-comprise-the—basic-test;-tha-baste
test-fee-witt-not-be-chargedr-however;-additional
fees-to-cover-the-estimated-costs-of-plannings
pretiminary-evatuacitony-sampiingr-sampie-anatysisy
eateutatiens-and-repert-preparation-£for-sueh-teses
witl-be-chargeds

Type of Test Fee

Continyous Analyzer Gaseous Emissions ~ $1,620.00 plus $55.00 .
Test™ with Van : hour

1,230.00 plus specififc
"~ sample fee listed
below

Non-continuous Emission‘Testingl

Particulate Matter Test
Sulfur Dioxide Test .
Sulfuric Acid Mist {including sulfur

230.00/sample

trioxide) and Sulfur Dloxide Test

Oxides of Nitrogen Test

Hydrogen Sulfide Test

Fluorides Test

Carbon Monoxide Test

Total Hydrocarbon Test

Gas Chromatographic Analysis of
Unknown Pollutants

Vinyl Chloride Test

Reid Vapor Pressure Test
_— ) 0 .
Amblent Vinyl Chloride Test

145.00/sample

205.00/sample

90.00/sample
120.00/sample
400.00/sample
70.00/sample
60.00/sample

110.00/sample
100.00/sample

45.00/test
100.00/sample

- 450.00/evaluation
75,00/sample
185.00/ingpection

Visible Emission Evaluation Test
Particulate Fallout Testin
Floating Roof Tank Inspection

Vapor Recovery System Inspection

Valve and Flange Leak Test

Laboratory Fuel Analysis

Carbon, Hydrogen, Nitrogen and
Sulfur )

Dengity

Heat Content

Water . :

Asphaltenes

Distillation

AT-4

inspection
l.75§test

30.00/sample

75.00/sample

60.00/sample
180.00/sample
75.00/sample
75.00/sample
50.00/sample



https://Inspect:i.on

tr---Batimated-fees-for-any-test-not-iisted-above-shatt :
‘be-determined-by-the-Exeeutive-gffieers }

2r---Fhe-basic-test-fee-appiites-onty- to-aource—test——tetai
source-test-fees-conatat-of-the-braic-test-fee-pius
the-fee-for-each-of-the-speeific-testa-performeas

37~--ff-this-test-is-not-conducted-in-conjuction-with-the
activities-which~comprise-the~basic-test;-the-basic
test-fee-witi-not-be-charged;-however;-additional
fees-to-cover-the-estimated-costs-of-prannings -
pretiminary-evaiunation;-—sampiing;-sampie—anatysisy
eatentations-and-repere-preparatisn-for-sueh-teats
witi-be-chargeds

Type of Test |  Fee

~ Contingous Analyzer Gaseous Emissions ~ §1, 620.00 E 55 604
Test™ with Van hour

1,230.00 E;us sEelelc
sample fee listed
below

: .. L
Non-continuous Emission Testing’

Particulate Matter Test
Sulfur Dioxide Test ‘
Sulfuric Acid Mist (including sulfur

230.00/sample

trioxide) and Sulfur Dioxide Test
Oxides of Nitrogen Test

szrogeE—Sulfide Test

Fluorides Test

Carbon Monoxide Test

Total Hydrocarbon Test

Gas Chromatographic Analysis of

Unknown Pollutants
Vinyl Chloride Test

Re1d Vapor Pressure Test
Ambient vinyl Chloride Test

T45.00/sample

205,.00/sample
90.00/sample
120.00/sample
400,00/sample
70.00/sample
60.00/sample

110,00/sample
100.00/sample

45.00/test
100.00/sample

Visible Emission Evaluation Test 450, evaluation
Particulate Fallout Testing 75,.00/sample !
Floating Roof Tank Inspection 185.00/1inspection
Vapor Recovery System Inspection 70.00-2,170.00/

Valve and Flange Leak Test

Laboratory Fuel Analysis

Carbon, Hydrogen, Nitrogen and
sulfur

Ash

DenSLtz

Heat Content

Water .

Asphaltenes

Digtillation

inspection

30.00/sample
75.00/sample
60.00/sample
180.00/sample
75.00/sample
75.00/sample
50, 00/sample



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

Type of Test

Fee

Metals $ 295.00/sample
Bromine Number 50.00/sample
Lead 15.00/sanple

Other Laboratory Analysis

Water, Volatile Organic Compounds

and Density (paints).
Methane _
Total Hydrocarbon
Hydrocarbons (with one to nine

50.00/sample
40.00/sample
© 30.00/sample

. carbons) _ 55.00/sample
MoTecular Weight Determination of ' B
Vapor Hydrocarbons ‘ 75.00/sample
Molecular Weight Determination of
Ligquid Hydrocarbons 50.00/sample
Hydrcgen Sulfide 30.00/sample
Percent Water 30.00/sample
. Asbestos (air filter sample) 444.00/sample
Particle Size Distributilon .
Optical Microscopy 148.00/sample

Particle Size Distribution
Electron Microscopy

Notes:

1.

296.00/sample

Source test fees may also include additional cost of

laboratory analysis as required.

t{cry-—Where-testing-is-conducted-by-the-owner-or

cperator—on—behaif—of—the—State-Board—the—fée-shaii—be

timited-to-the-actuat-cost-of-opservationr-evatuation

and~-reperting-of-the-test-and-test-data-by-the-Exeeutive

Officer-or-his-or-her-anthorized-representative;—and

shaii-net—exeeed?$i8=257

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 wifh any att State or and-federail local lawsL

order, rule or anrd regulations relating to air pollution,

AT~5




the responsible party eperater-eor-ewner-of-+he-seuree shall
be assessed the appiicable fees in Section 91201 only once
per eaéh 12-month pericd. This limitation shall not restrictd
the State Board from regquiving conducting additional testing
at its own expense. The Executive Officer may assess fees
for multiple testing, or for multiple samples, where the
same is hecessary to determine compliance. er-gueneify
emiSsiona-£for-inventory-purpesess

(b)  If the test results indicate that the gpecific

source tested is not in compliance with permit conditions or|

with any ati State and or local federa: laws, order, rule,

or regulation'relatingrEg‘air pollution, and-reguiatiens; thsg

- Executive Officer er-his-er-her-autherised-representative

may require such additional source tests as may be necessary

- and may also exclude use of an independent tester for such

additional tests. 1In such event, the ewner-er-eperatser

7 res?onsible party shall pay for each additional test in

accordance with the schedule of fees set forth in Section B
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 #he

testsy testing conducted by the State Board directly or by

a contractor to the State Board, the evwner-er-eperate¥r

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




the responsible party eperetor—or-owner-of-the-seurce shall

be assessed the appllcable fees in Section 91201 only once.

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

the State Board from reqﬁiring conducting additional testing
at its own expense. The Executive Officer may assess fees
for multiple testing, or for multiple samples, where the
,saﬁe is necessary to defermine compiiance; er—qﬁantify
emissiens—for-inveRtory-purpesess

(b) If the test results indicate that the specific

source tested is not in compliance with permit conditions or

with any aii State and or local f£ederat laws, order, rule,

or regulation relating to air pollution, amd-reguiatienssy the

. Executive Officer or-his-sr-her-autheriged-representative

may require such additional source tests as may be necessary.

and may also exclude use of Eﬂ independent tester for such

.additional tests. 1In such event, the eowner-er-operater

| 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 the

tesksy testing conducted §1 the State Board directly or by

a contractor to the State Beard, the ewnef—ef—ePefaEef

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. ex-fer

AT-6 ' |



the—observation—and-evaiuation—of—Such—tests: The failure
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-his-or*her-authorized-representativg
may request the district air pollution control officer tq
revoke or suspend any bermit until the required fees are
paid, in accordance with Health and sSafety Code Sections

42304-423009.

(b) UYpon-payment-of-the-required-£feesy Tthe responsiblh

party ewner-er-eperater-ef-the-seuree shall be entitled to
receive a copy of the source test results, if the

testing was conducted by the State Board or an independent

contractor Eg'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 ewner-er-eperater-ef-a-seuree may

petition the Executive Officer ef-the-Beawrd, no later

than 30 days after receipt of the fee notice described -

in Section 91203, to be excused from payment of fees, or
a portionvof 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 owner-er-eperater-of-the-seuree

AT-7




from méeting other financial cbligations as they come
due, or will cause the taking of proﬁerty or the practical
closing and eliminating of - a lawful business.

(c) Based on the evidence provided, the Executive

Officer may exempt the responsible party ewner-ér-operater

ef-a-seurce 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.

91265---Fechnotegy-Festing-BExemption---Fhe-Executive

efficcr—may—éxempt-the~cwner-or—eperator—ef—a—source
ffom—payment-of-aii—ér—a—pertien-ef-the—fees-etherwise
due“pursuant-to-this-Subchapte:‘Where—the—Execative
efficer-determines—that-testing-shouid?be—eenducteé
exetusively-fer-the-purpose-of-determintng-the-effeetiveness
or—re&iabiiity—ef—a—spéeifie—eentre&fmethed7-teehne&egy‘
er-devieex
NOFE:--Authority-eiteds--§§-3960t-and-41522; -Heatth

and-Safety-coder—--Reference+——-§§-41530-and

41533 r-Heateh-and-Safery-Eoder

931286 91205. Small Business. (a) A small business

Vshall 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 1896, Title 2 of the California Administrafive
Code. -

(b) Any ewner-er-eperater respensible party who

desires to establish eligibility for non-payment of fees

pursuant to Subsection (a) shall do so by filing a

AT-8




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 pusiness.

{c) Based on the evidence provided, the Executive

Officer may exempt the responsible party ownmer-eor-eperater
of-a-source from payment of all or a portion of the fees
ctherwise required under Section 91203.
NOTE: Authority cited: §§ 39600, 39601 and 41512,
Health and Safety Code. Reference: §§ 41510,
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code.

91285---Fechnelogy-Festing-Exemption+—-Fhe-Executive

efficer—may-éxempt—the-ownef—er—operator?ef—a—souree
from—paymeﬁt-ef—a}i—or-a—portion—ef—the—fees—etherwise
due-pursuant-to-this-Subchapter-where-the-Bxecntive
>,efficer—determines-that—testing—shouié—be—eenducted
exciusively-for-the-purpose-of-deternining-the-effeetiveness|
er*reiiabiiity-ef-a;speeifie—eentre&—methedr—teehneiegy
er—deviee~ 7
'Heese——Authéfiey-eitede--sg—aaee}—ana-4&5&27—Hea&th
and-GSafety-Ceder—-Refereneer——§§-41516-and
435312y-Heatth-and-Safery-Coder

89:266 91205, Small Business. (a) A small business

-shall not be required to pay any fees otherwisevapplicable
under Section 91201. A "small business," for the'purposes
of this Section, shall be as defined in Subsection,(l),
Section 1896, Title 2 of the California Administrafive
Code. -

(b) Any ewner-er-eperater responsible party who

desires to establish eligibility for‘non—payment of fees

pursuant to Subsection (a) shall do so by filing a '

AT-8



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 Exécutive Officer in writing of this
desire. If no such request is made, then compliance testingi
for the fiscal year may be conducted by the Executive :
Officer or by an independent éontractor to the State Board.

(b} All requests for an independent téster shall
include the name (s) of the indepéndent testers, the‘type of
source or sources to be tested, the type of test or.tests to
be performed, and a statement by the responéible pérty that
it will comply with the requirements of Sections 91208-951212
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 pafty which has pre-
viously aesignated 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.

AT-9




(e) The Executive Officer may compliance test any
source and charge a fee to the responsible party for
the cost of éuch test, notwithstanding a reqﬁest for an
independent tester, if any of the following conditions
pfevailt

(1) The responsible party has no£ designated
an independent tester to the Executive Officer by
August 1, 1981 or by June l.for any year thereafter.

7(2) The Executive Officer hés found the
de31gnated 1ndependent tester (s) non-approvable.

(3) The designated 1ndependent 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 restrigtion shall only apply for the specific
source found in violation.

(5) The Executive Officer has detérmined
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 performlng any

of the tests listed in Section 91201 of thlS 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
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(e} The Executive Officer may compliance test any
source and charge a fee tb the responsible party for
the cost of éuch £est, 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 ény year thereafter.

(2) The Executive Officer has found the
designated independent £ester(s) non-approvable.

(3} The designated independent tester has
not tiﬁely submitted information fequested 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 a?ply for the specific
source found in vielation.

. (Sf The Executive Officer has detérmined
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)
Indepeﬁdgnt testers may be épproved for performihg any
of the tests listed in Section.9l2011of-this-Subchapférr
or such other testsAas deemed appropriate by the Executive
Officer to determine compliénce of a source with applicable

laws and rules. Such approval can be accomplished by a
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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
requestéd by £he Executive Officer which can substantiate
the potential tester's Qualifications for performing the

noted test(s).

(b) Approval of an independent tester may be withdrawn
at any time if the approved tester fails to éomply with the
requireﬁents specified in Sections 91215-91218 of this
Subchapter or fails to_providé the type and quality of data
. reguired by the Executive Officer.

(c) Upon disapproval or withdrawal of apprbval 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 reguest must be

received by the Executive Officer within 30 days after
mailing the written statement described in Subsection (¢},
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 statementé

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, 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 Ehis Subchapter if: |
(1) It is owned in whole or paft by the

-responsiblé party Qf.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, "in&ependent
" tester" and "responsible party" shall include any entity

under ccrmmon 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 tésted.

(b) 2An independent tester shall not utilize in a
rcompliance test pursuant to this Subchapter any employee or
lagent who holds a direct or indirect investment in the
résponsible party of the sourcé of $1,000 or more, oxr who
has direcfly 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 sSafety Code.

91208. Conflict of Interest. (a) An independent

tester shall not be ailowed to conduct a compliance source
test pursuant teo this Subchapter if:
| A1) It is owned‘in whole or pa;t by the
responsible partyrqf the source: or |

(2) In the 12 months preceéding 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 includé any entity

under ccmmon ownership with such tester or party; or

installed any emission control device or monitor utilized in|

(3) The independent tester manufactured or

rconnection with the specific source to be tested.

(b) An independent tester shall not utilize in a
compliance test pursuant te 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 direcﬁly received in the previous 12 ﬁonths 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.
i 3

(¢} 1If the Executive Officer determines that a complia'ce
source test administered pursuant to this Subchapter was not |
conducted in acceordance with the provisions of this Section,j

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

tester may be subject to disqualification from further : j

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. i

91209. Pretest Inspection Right of Entry. The responsible

party which has requested testing by an independent tester

must allow entry 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 pafty requests to be tested by an in-
dependent tester, the responsible party shall'grant entry tq
the actual test site, without prior notice, to both the ;
tester's authorized ?ersonnel 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. i
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91211. Qversight. All testing requested by the

Executive Officer and conducted 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
equipmeﬁt 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, l
41511 and 41512, Health and Safety Code.

91213. “Availability of Indepéndent Tester. The

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 Adﬁinistrative Code.

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

91214. Fee and Payment for Testing by Independent

‘Testers. Fees and payment for testing conducted by in-

depehdent testers shall be arranged by agreement between the
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91211. Oversight., All testing requested by the
Executive Officer and conducted by an independent tester may
be observed by anrauthorized representative of the Executive }
Officer. ‘

NOTE: _Authbrity 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
equipmeﬁt 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 415312,

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

91213..'Availability of Independent Tester. The

responsible party must notify the designated independent
tester that he or she may be called upon to perform'teéting
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,fequired
testing. 1In suéhrcases the responsibkle party will be charge
for the testing in accordance with Section 91201, Title 17, |
California Adﬁinistrative 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-

depehdent 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 Informatiocn. Without

prior approval of the Executive Officer, the independent
tester shall not disclose to the responsible party or the
responsible party's peréonnel in advance of the test the
datés, 1ocations, 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 Resources
Board. Failure to keep such information confidential for |
such a period may result in indefinite disqualification of |
the tester. 4 : o i
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 méde

during teéting requested by the State Board shall become the

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

may be requested by the Executive Officer at any time during
or after the test period. All original records and the 1
report of results from the tester should be provided to the
Executive Officer no later than 30 days after the testing is

- 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. Conformity During Testing. An independent
tester shall conform to reasonable requests madé by the
Executive Officer during the test period.»lFailure to 
conforﬁ as such may result in disqualification from testing
as required by the State Board. |

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

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

91218. .Testimonz. When requested by the Executive
Qfficer, the indepéndent tester shall provide testimony in
court or other prosecutional assistance related to violations
discovered as a result of the inderendent tester's complianc4
source test. Charges of the indeperdent tester to the Statei
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.

8121%. validity of‘Indépendent 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. Conformity During Testing. An independent
tester shall conform to reasonable requests made by the
Executive Officer during the test period. 'Failure to
conforﬁ'as such may result in disqualification from testing
as required by thé State Board.

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

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

91218. Testimony. When requested by the Executiﬁe
Officer, the independent tester shall provide testimony_in
court or other éroseéutional assistance related to violétions
.discovered as alresult of the independent tester's compliance
source test. Charges of the independent tester to thé State;
Board for such services shall not exceel the actual travel |
costs, ﬁhe per diem rate for state employees applicable at
the time of the services, and remuneratibn for persoconal ' 5»
services on an hourly basis not to exceed the hourly cost to?
the State ofran employee of the State Board whose job
functions are most closely equivalent to the functions of
the representative of the independent testef 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. vValidity 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

AT-16




Exécutive Officer to determine its validity. if suéh data
is determined after'consultation with the independent tester
and the responsible party to be invalid, the Executive
Officer may regquire 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. Whén there is reasonablej
cause to believe that a violation has occurred, is occurring;
or will odcur, 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.
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State of California
AIR =Z50URCES 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 1, Part 111, Title 17, of the
California Administrative Code

Agenda Item No. 81-10-1

Public Hearing Date: Ma» 21, 198]

Response Date: May 21, 1981

. Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board

Comment: No comments were received at the hearing 1dent1fy1ng
any significant environmental issues.

Response: N/A

. Certified:

Date:

RECTIVED
Office of 1l Seorntary

. Resoufcga gy s.QiiiOl’niq




’ Stat » of California - : |

. \
4 . .

Memorandum

{>  :  Huey D. Johnson Date = June 17, 1981
. Secretiry . ’ ' . _ X
Resources Agency ‘ Subject: Fiipg of Notﬂce of
- Decision of the Air

Resources Boara

From : Air Resources Board

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

-Sally Rump
. BOARD SECRETARY

attachments
Resolution 81-2

RECEIVED
Offize of the Socrotary

. CUk 111981

Resourcss rig—uny wi waiifornia |
|
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State of California
AIR RESQURCES 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 approv
the following:

Proposal Number 979-80 entitled Rebuild California Air Resources Boa

Field Fumigation Facility and Maintain for Experimental Use submitted

by the University of California at Riverside for an amount not to
exceed $72,344,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminis
procedures and execute all necessary documents and coniracts for the resel
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $72,344.

trative
arch

I certify that the above is a

true and correct copy of

Resolution 81-% as passed by

the Air Resources Board.

,{é;¢7@?49_

e
Sally Rump,Board Secretary




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO.: Mail Ballot
DATE: January 6, 1981

Research Proposal No. 979-80 entitled "Rebuild California
Air Resources Board Field Fumigation Facility and Maintain
For Experimental 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 research
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 requive day-to-day supervision for the
most effective and efficient use of the facilities.

|
This proposal is submitted to rebuild, improve, maintain

- and operate the facility during the 1981 calendar year_

The specific goals are:

1. Clean the area around the chambers, regrade the sb]l
surface and improve drainage of the site.

2. Rebuild the chambers so they can better resist storm
damage and reglaze the chambers.

3. Clean and repair the existing air blower system anh
add another equal capacity air blower system to over-
come temperature build-up within the chambers.

4, Repair and recalibrate all the poliutant mon1tor1ng,
temperature and light recording equipment.

5. Provide day-to-day supervision and/or operate facil-
ities during experiments and provide normal ma1ntenance
during the calendar year 1981.




State of Catifornia
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-4
January 30, 1981

MAIL BALLO

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, "Deve]opmeni

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 Orgahic
Compound Emission Inventories for California," submitted by the Science
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
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the

following:

Proposal Number 960-80 entitled, "Development and Improvement of Orga
Compound Emission Inventories for California," submitied by the Scien
Applications, Inc., for an amount not to exceed $249,993,

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 $249,993.

I certify that
true and correc
Resolution 81-4
by the Air Reso

7

the above is

t copy of
as passed

urces Board.

ot

nic
ce

Sa]]& Rump ¢
Board Secretary

4




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

. SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

" DATE: January 30, 198]

Mail Ballot

Research Froposal Nc. 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 emissicn 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 reguired
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 reguired 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 belance computations.




The Tesser effort involves upgrading the South
Coast and Bay Area AQMDs' inventories.

The Research Screening 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 attaun
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 po11ut1on
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 measures
or alternatives exist which would substantially reduce any significant
adverse environmental effects of the proposed activity, and further
require that the Board respond in writing to significant environmental
issues raised;

WHEREAS, on January 21and 22, 1981, the Board held a duly noticed | =~

pubTic 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, 19817 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) from electric
utility gas turbines contribute to violations of the state
and/or national ambient standards from nitrogen dioxide (NOZ)’
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 approx1mate1y 25 percent of their uncontrolled
emission rates is technically feasible and commercially ava11ab1e,
and cost effective even when potential fuel penalties are cons1ﬂered;



Resolution 81-5 -2~ March 25, 1981

3. That the potential fuel penalty which may result from this level
of control is acceptable in view of the air quality benefits which
would resuit 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 1ikely to result
from adoption and implementation of the suggested control measure.

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 electric
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
District and the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District with a

recommendation that these districts adopt a rule of equivalent effectiveness,
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 nitrogen
in order to attain ambient air quality standards.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to provi@e
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 81-5
as passed by the Air Resources Board

7 Boayfl Secretary 7



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
Timits:

GAS TURBINES INSTALLED BEFORE JANUARY 1, 1989

FUEL NOx * 'COMPLIANCE
EMISSION DATE
LIMITS

Methanol or Natural Gas 0.18 ug/J output January 1, 1983 or Date of |Installation*
Distillate or QOther 0.28 pg/J output January 1, 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 ug/J output January 1, 1989 or Date of Installation*
Distillate or Other 0.16 pug/J output January 1, 1989 or Date of‘Installation*

this Timitation. Determination of hours of operation per calendar ye
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 techno]ogy designed to meet the emission limits of
0.10 and 0.16 microgram of NOx per joule: of output.

* Units operated less than 200 hours per calendar year are exempt from %
r

A1l emission determinations shall be made using modified EPA Method 20
(see Appendix A).

For simple, combined, and regenerative cycle installations, the output
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:

jgpm“NOx) (70016) (kg exhaust/second) ;"‘ﬁg/NOX ’
(MW output) joule output




After September 1, 1985, the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) 1
shall, within 60 days upon receipt of a petition, conduct a public ‘
hearing to determine the feasibility 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 determ1nes\
that comp11ance with this emission 1imit 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 limitito:the extent supported by the evidence.
Upon regquest 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 ratqd
capacity of turb1nes, subject to this rule, shall conduct or
part1c1pate in a demonstration project of technology designed to
achieve emission levels of 0.10 ug/J output when operated on methanol |
or natural gas or, 0.16 1g/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 pub]ic hearing noted
above. Each utility subject to this requirement shall submit to:

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, 1979.

1

. General Note - All references to 502 or sulfur measurement-

shall be deleted.

. Section 4.1.4 - The NOx to NO converter as shown in Figure 20.1 |

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.

. 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.

Section 6.1.2 - Delete all references to a pre]iminaryxo2

traverse, however, 02 shall be measured gontinuously during the
test.

Section 6.1.2.1 - The minimum number of points shall be specified

by the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO).

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 per load
condition to determine compliance initially. However, if the
source is not in compiiance 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




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;

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 CO2 in the flue gases. The measured 02
concentration in the flue gases shall not deviate by more than an
amount specified by the APCO, from the predicted 02 concentration

based on the cancurrent 602 measurement and the ultimate analysis.




. Appendix 8

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 shall not exceed an emission
Timit as determined by the following equation:

EMISSION LIMIT = STANDARD x UNIT EFFICIENCY
STANDARD EEFICIENCY

© STANDARD
. GAS TURBINES INSTALLED BEFORE JANUARY 1, 1989
FUEL PPM, NOx COMPLIANCE DATE
Methanol or Natural Gas 25 January 1, 1983 or Date of Installation*
A1l Other 40 January 1, 1983 or Date of Installation*

 GAS TURBINES INSTALLED ON OR AFTER JANUARY 1, 1989

. Methanol or Natural Gas 12 January 1, 1989 or Date of Installation*
A1l Other 20 January 1, 1989 or Date of Installation*

STANDARD EFFICIENCY = 25 percent
UNIT EFFICIENCY = The total megawatt output for'simp1e 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 demonstrated

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



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 he 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 ppm,, and 20 ppm, .

A1l 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 ppm, based on evidence from applicable demonstration
units. I¥ the APCO détermines that compliance with this emission

1imit 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 Tevels of 12 ppm_, when operated on methanol or natural gas, or
20 ppm, when operated on 3perated 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=the APCO, a plan
delineating scheduled increments of progress.




Responses to Significant Environmental Issues

ITEM: PubTic

Control of Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions from Electric Utility
Gas Turbines

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

RESPONSE DATE:

ISSUING AUTHORITY: Adir Resources Board

COMMENT: The
util

® L

2.

distillate fuels (Southern California Edison, GM)

RESPONSE:

3.

RECEIVED BY
Office of the Secretaty

@ rrosios

Ressnrens Ageney of Galifernia

Staterof California
AIR RESOURCES BQARD

Meeting to Consider a Suggested Control Measure for the

March 25, 1981

application of water injection to previously uncontrolled
ity gas turbines will:

Increase particulate matter emissions (Cheyron USA)
Generate hazardous waste products from the
demineralization of water needed for water injection
(Southern California Edison)

Increase hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide emissions from

Increase aldehyde emissions -wheniburning methanol (ARB)
Increase sulfur dioxide emissions {Southern California
Edison)

Reduce NOx emissions but increase ozone concentration

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

Increase water consumption. (Southern California Edison)

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 = particulate matter emissions
can be reduced by up to 50% as a result of water injection.
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 mineral salts, is disposed of as
municipal sewage. It should be noted that this wastewater
meets all state and local wastewater discharge standards.
The data on which Southern California Edison based its
conclusion that water injection will increase hydrocarbon
and carbon monoxide emissions arie inconclusive. Other data
have shown that there are increases as well as decreases in
these emissions as a result of water injection. Whether
there be an increase or decrease depends upon operating and




design parameters. In any case, if there are increases
in these emissions, these emissions should be mitigated
by designing and operating the water injection system

to optimize combustion efficiency, thereby minimizing the
impact of hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide emissions.

4, Limited data indicate that aldehyde emissions do increase
as a result of using water 1nJect10n 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.

5. Emissions of sulfur dioxides should not significantly
increase due to the useé af water iinjection. Since sulfur
dioxidd emissions are based on the consumption rate of d1st111ate
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.

Since natural gas contains very 1ittle sulfur, increases
in sulfur dioxides from the increase use of natural gas w11]|
be insignificant. !

€. Southern California Edison's conclusion thét because NOx
emissions scavenge {decrease) ozone, reductions in NOx
emissions without corresponding reductions in hydrocarbon
emissions will result in increased ambient ozone Tevels 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 NOx in the plume scavenges ozone
aloft in the immediate vicinity of the source, NOx ultimately
increases ozone as the plume moves farther downwind and
mixes with the surrounding air (ARB Staff Report released
September 19, 1980 whid¢h considers rules of the SCAMQD 1135.1
and Ventura 59. 1, page 154ff). Thus, reductions in NOx |
emissions will u1t1mate1y reduce ozone levels.

7. MWater injection will result in increased water consumption.
The staff estimates that increases in water consumption 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.

Board”Secretary

DATE: ;75:/5’/




$tate of California

Memorandum

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

Decision of the Air
Resources Board

From : Air Resources Bourd

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.

Mty g

Sally Rump
Board Secretary

attachments '
Resolution 81-

“Resolution 81-10

RECEIVED BY RECEIVED BY
. Officn of the Secretary Office of the Secretury
APR O 6 1981 AER G i

Resourses Agency of California Rosourses Agancy of Califernia




State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-6
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 968-80 entitled, "Inventory
of Asbestos Emissions in California," has been subm1tted 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 accepts

the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the
following:

?roposa] 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.

/&%W
S5ally Rump
Board Secretary

_ Mail Ballot |




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

~ DATE: January 30, 1981
Mail Ballot

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.

o |
Asbestos fibers in the respirable size range (smaller
than about 5 micrometers) have been shown to produce
pleural and per1t0nea1 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 e1ectron

microscopic examination of these small diameter asbestos

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 will 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, 1nc1ud1ng
areas with Jarge population exposed to low ashestos
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 Catlifornia
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-7

January 3, 1981

Maill Ballot

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 entitied *"Components
Influencing the Deferioration 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;

=1

Proposal Number 963-80 entitled "Components Influencina the Deterioration =
of Vehicle Emission Control Systems" submitted by the Systems Control, Ihc.
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 accept
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the
following:

[T

Proposal Number 963-80 entitled "Components Influencing the Deterioration.
of Vehicle Emission Control Systems" submitted by the Systems Control, Inc.
for an amount not to exceed $84,982,

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.

Sally Rump ¢ v
Board Secretary




State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

" DATE: January 30, 1981
Mail Ballot

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

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution 81-7, approving Research Proposal

963-80 for funding in an amount not to exceed $84%982.

SUMMARY : Surveillance programs conducted by the Air Resources
Board have shown that the majority of in-use vehicles
fail to retain originally certified emission levels.
In most cases, minor corrective adjustments or repairs
are sufficient to bring emissions back to acceptable
tevels. However, some of the vehicles continue t
have high emission levels despite adjustments and
minor repairs.

The objective of this study is to identify the
critical emission-control components and parameters

which have significant impact on in-use vehicle }

emission deterioration. This is to be accomp]ishﬁd
by a more thorough testing of vehicles failing th
ARB surveillance test program as a result of \
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 |
failed component. In addition to emission testing,
a literature survey will be performed to compile |

and review existing data.

As a result of the study, an evaluation will be made
regarding the need and benefits of increasing the!
stringency of certification regulations to improve

the durability of present emission controls. Addition-
ally, the critical parameters that should be evaluated
in future surveillance programs will be identifie#.




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 Taboratory 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.




State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-8

January 30, 1981 .
_ . Mail Ballot

[1°]

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;

of Hydrocarbon Reactivities for Use in Control Strategies" has been submitt

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 955-80 entitled "Eva]uatio?
d

by the Statewide Air Pollution Research Center, University of California,
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 Pollution 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 accepts
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the
following:

Proposal Number 955-80 entitled "Evaluation of Hydrocarbon
Reactivities for Use in Contro]l 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.

Sally Rump 4
Board Secretary




hydrocarbon-air mixture to simulate current urban
atmospheres. The mixture of hydrocarbons will be
designed to be representative of the South Coast
Air Basin.

The Committee agreed that a protocol was needed.

recommending the proposal for funding, the Committee

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

be published in the peer-reviewed literature and that

the University assist the ARB staff in adaption of
the protocol to their smog chamber.




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY ;

$154,339,

State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

"DATE: January 30, 1981
Mail Ballot
Research Proposal No. 955-80 entitled, "Evaluatio

of Hydrocarbon Reactivities for Use in Control
Strategies.”

—

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

An 1mportant tool in maintaining the effect1venes$
of air quality control strateg1es is the "emission
trade-off"”. This concept is particularly complex
in the case of hydrocarbon control where any of

a number of hydrocarbons with differing react1v1tmes

(and, thus, smog-forming potential) may be em1tted in
a given industrial application for which offsets ?re
being sought.

The reactivity concept has been used as a basis for
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 app11cab111ty of the
experimental reactivity data currently in use. '

Recent research studies show that smog chamber stuydies
of the kind traditionally conducted for hydrocarbEn
reactivity assessments--namely the irradiation of la
single organic compound in NOx-air systems--may have
limited applicability to real polluted atmospheres.
Thus, it is essential to develop scientifically sound
and adm1nlstrat1ve1y defensible hydrocarbon reactivity
scales that will reflect the response of comp1ex Qrban
atmospheres to increases or decreases in the em1ss1ons
of specific hydrocarbons.

This study will provide a validated experimental
protocol for the determination of relative hydrocarbon
reactivities, based on criteria relevant to amb1ent
atmospheric conditions, for use by the Air Resourﬁes

Board and local control agencies.

The program proposed here is designed to evaluate
several alternative experimental approaches for

assessing hydrocarbon reactivities, and to recommend
a protocol suitable for implementation by the ARB jat
the Haagen-Smit Laboratory. Development of this
proposed protocol will be based on the use of a° NOx=




State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-10

March 26, 1981

WHEREAS, Section 39602 of the Health and Safety Code designates the Alr
Resources Board (ARB) as the air pollution control agency for all purposes set forf‘h
in federal law and designates the ARB as the state agency responsible for the
preparation of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) required by the Clean Air Act;

WHEREAS, the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977 mandates the revision of the SIP
for designated nonattainment areas of the state in order to assure the attainment
and maintenance of national ambient air quality standards;

WHEREAS, the Mountain Counties Air Basin (MCAB) portion of El Dorado County
and the "mid portion" of Placer County were designated nonattainment for ozone
under provisions of Section 107(d) of the Clean Air Act; 1
WHEREAS, the El Dorado and Placer County Air Pollution Control Boards were
designated and certified by the ARB as the local lead planning agencies for the
preparation of the nonattainment plans for El Dorado and Placer Counties,
respectively;

WHEREAS, the El Dorado and Placer County Air Pollution Control Boards held a
public hearing on September 8, 1980, and August 26, 1980, respectively after 30 days
notice and approved nonattainment plans (NAPs) for the MCAB portion of El Dorado
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 field
work for a study intended to determine the degree to which transport of pollutants
from the Sacramento area contribute to the pollutant load in the MCAB portion of
El Deorado County and the "mid portion" of Placer County; T

WHEREAS although the final results of the transport study are not yet available
there is ev1dence of pollutant transport to the MCAB portion of El Dorado County
and the mid-portion of Placer County;

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

WHEREAS, the NAP for the MCAB portion of El Dorado County does not contain
rules for degreasmg or cutback asphalt, and has a perchlorethylene dry cleaning rule
which has been found to be less effective than reasonably available contrbl
technology for this source;
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WHEREAS, the NAP for the "mid portion" of Placer County does not contain |a
perchlorethylene dry cleaning rule and the APCD's degreasing rule has been found to
be less 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 tHe
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) require that revisions to the SIP be adopted
after a public hearing for which 30 days notice to the public has been provided;

(1]

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

—

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations require
that an action not be adopted as proposed if significant environmental impacts have
been identified and there exist within the jurisdiction of the Board feasible
mitigation measures or alternatives which would substantially lessen, mitigate,
avoid such impacts.

1. NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board adopts the local plans as
condmoned in this resolution. 1

2, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board directs the Executive Officer ti!o
evaluate the results of the transport study and determine whether additiongl
control measures will be necessary to satisfy the requirements of the Clean Aﬁr
Act. i

|
i

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

r

4. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board authorizes the Executive Offic
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 Officer
to work with the Placer County APCD to obtain local adoption of a
perchlorethylene dry cleaning rule and a more effective degreasing rule if such
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 district‘F
(except a cutback asphalt rule for the El Dorado County APCD).



10.

11,

12.
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board finds that existing and
forthcoming stationary source suggested control measures need to be studied
further for possible future adoption in these nonattainment areas. The
suggested control measures include but are not limited tox auto refinishing,
pesticides, roofing tar pots, waste solvent disposal, wood furniture
manufacturing, and stage II vapor recovery. |

BE IT FURTHER RESQLVED, that the Board finds that to meet the Clean Air
Act requirements for consistency of the SIP and other planning programs, apl
jurisdictions in the MCAB need to commit to integrate their air quality plans
with land wuse and transportation planning to assure that growth and
development do not degrade air quality.

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

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board finds that the local NAPs can not
project attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for ozone by
December 31, 1982, due to the impact of transport from upwind urban areas,
and that the Board requests of EPA an extension of the attainment date for
ozone beyond December 31, 1982 but to no later than December 31, 1987.

: \
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Board finds that the staff report, informatio
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 environmental
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 to
revise Chapter 9 of the State Implementation Plan for the MCAB to conforr#p
with this resolution, and that the Roard authorizes the Executive Officer to
submit the Chapter to EPA as a revision to the State Implementation Plan.

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

w

Sally Rump, Bgfird Secretary




itate of California

Memorandum

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

Decision of the Air
Resources Board
\

From : Air Resources Board

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

Mty o

Sally Rump
Board Secretary

attachments
Resolution 81-1
Resolution 81-5

o -¢ = i

BY
Office of the Sncretul‘!y

@ o APR 0 6 1981

Resources Agency of Coll*omia



|
State of California }
AIR RESOURCES BOARD |

Response to Significant Environmental [ssues
Item: Public Hearing to Consider the Adoption, as Revisions to the
California State Implementation Plan, of Plans for the Attainment and
Maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for Ozone
in the Mountain Counties Air Basin Portion of E! Dorado County and
the Mid-Portion of Placer County
Agenda Item: &1-51-2
Public Hearing Date: March 26, 1981

Response Date: March 26, 1981

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board
Comment: No comments were received identifying any environmental issues
pertaining to this item. The staff report also identified no significant
environmental issues.

Response: N/A

CERTIFIED - - M
Board Secretar o

Date: 3/;//!/ .

RECEIVED BY
Offics 7 tha Socratary

HOIOUFeeR AuRARy BF BRIIRHYM



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

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-11
May 20, 1981 i
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 1960.1 presently establish a standard of 0.4 grams per mile of oxides
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, 2.0 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;




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 cr1g1na11y‘
proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures are available;

WHEREAS, the Board has gansidered 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 opt1ona1
standards and recall provisions;

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the optional standards for Tight-duty trucks

may have a s1gn1f1cant adverse environmental impact, but that the accompanying
recall provisions will substantially mitigate any such impact, and that further
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 (Government
Code, Title 2, Division 3, Part 1, Chapter 4.5).

|
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby adopts amendments to
Section 1960.1 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 tb
make conforming amendments to the "California Exhaust Emission Standards and |
Test Procedures for 1981 and Subsequent Model- Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks,
and Medium-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 least
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

Sally Rump, Bo;gd’SeéretaryU




Attachment A

Amend Section 1960.1 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 registration
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 Type {1) (Ibs.) (2) Hydrocarbons(3) Monoxide
1981 PC ATl (0.41) 3.4

PC(4) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0

LDT,MDV  0-3999 0.39 20.41 9.0

LDT,MDV  4000-5999 0.50 (0.50 9.0

MDV 6000 & larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0

|

1982 PC A1) 0.39 (0.41) 7.0

PC(4} A1l 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 A1l 0.39 (0.41) 7.0

PC (5) Al 0.39 (0.41) 7.0
Subsequent LDT,HDg 0-3999 0.39 (0.47) 9.0

LDT,MD

—(5)  0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0

LDT,MDV  4000-5999 0.50 50.50; 9.0

MDV 6000 & larger 0.60 (0.60 9.0
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100,000 MILE EXHAUST EMISSION STANDARDS
(grams per mile)

Equivalent
Inertia Oxides of

Model- Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Nitrogen

Year Type {1} (1bs.) (2)  Hydrocarbons(3) Monoxide (NOE) £53(6)

1981 PC (Option 1) ATl 0.39 {63(7 3.4 1.

PC (Option 2) Al 0.46 £63(7 4.0 1. 5
LDT ,MDV
(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) ¢63(7) 9.0 1.5
LDT ,MDV
(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 £{63(7) 10.6 1.5
LDT,MDV
Option_1 4000-5999 0.50 EU.SU) £{63(7) 9.0 2.0
MDV Option 1 6000 & larger 0.60 (0.60) {63{7) 9.0 2.3
1982 PC (Option 1) ATl 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.5
PC (Option 2) Al1l 0.46 8.3 1.5
LDT, MDV
(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5
LDT, MDV
(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.5
LDT,MDV
Cption 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 Option 1 ATl 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0

Subse- PC Option 2 All 0.46 8.3 1.0

quent LDT,MDV ‘

(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0
LDT,MDV ' '
(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.0
LDT,MDV
Option 1 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5
MDV Option 1 6000 & larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0
(1) "PC" means passenger cars.
"LDT" means light-duty trucks.
"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles.

(2) Equivalent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph 40 CFR 86.129-79(a).

(3) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons.

{4) The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A manufacturer must
select either the primary or optional sets of standards for its full product
line for the entire two-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.




£63(6) The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured on‘the federal
Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, Subpart B) shall be not
greater than 1.33 times the applicable passenger car standards and 2.00 times
the-applicable-passenger-ear-standards-and-2-00-+imes the applicable 1ight-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. 1

£63(7) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected 50,000 mile
evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an adjustment to the hydrocarbo
exhaust emission standards may be granted by the Executive Officen. The

adjusted standard will be calculated using the following formula:
HC,, = .75 (.185 - [{Di+3.3 Hs) = (29.4)]) + HC,,

Where:

HCex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard

HC0 = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard

Di = diurnal evaporative emissions

Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions.

{b) The test procedures for determining compliance with these standards
are set forth in "California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for
1981 and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks, and Medium-Duty
Vehicles" adopted by the Air Resources Board on November 23, 1976, and as
last amended Deeember-25-1980 May 20, 1981. T

(c) With respect to any new vehicle required to comply with tHe standards
set forth in paragraph (a), the manufacturer's written maintenance instructions
for in-use vehicles shall not require scheduled maintenance more frequenﬂ]y
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 viclation unless the failure is related to}or
causative of the violation.

(d) Any vehicle required to comply with the standards set forth in paragrar
{a) which is subject to a standard set by federal law or regulation controlling

emissions of particulate matter must conform to such standard.




1960.15 Qptional NOx Standards for 1983 and tLater Model Passenger Cars and

Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles less than 4000 1bs. Equivalent

Inertia Weight.

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, a vehicle

—

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

NOx standards as follows:

Passenger cars --0.7 gm/mile ~ 1983 and Subsequent |
Model Years ] , \
LDT, MDV 0-3999 pounds EIW -- 1.0 gm/mile - |
1983 and Subsequent Model Years. 1

(b) Testing of vehicles certified under this section shall be conduct?d
in accordance with the California Exhaust Emissions Test Procedures appiicab]e
to 1981 and subsequent model passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium-dbty
vehicles certified to the primary California standards for 50,000 miles.

(c}(1) If, based on a review of information derived from a statisticaﬂ]y
valid and representative sample of vehicles, the Executive Officer determin%s that
a substantial percentage of any class or category of vehicles certified undér
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) Lhich
causes a significant increase in emissions above those exhibited by vehicles

free of such defects and of the same class or category and having the same period

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

under Section 2109 to require remedial action by the vehicle manufacturer., |Such
remedial action shall be Timited to owner notification and repair or rep]aciment of

the defective componeﬁt. As used in this section, the term "defect" shall not

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




(2) Subsection (c)(1) shall apply to the following components unless
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

1I. Exhaust Gas Recirculation (EGR) System
A. EGR valve and control components, and carburetor spacer if applicab]e.

ITII. Air Injection System ’

1
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 & constr1cted
fuel filler neck
B. Thermal reactor and lined or coated exhaust manifolds
C. Exhaust portliner and/or double walied 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 all
input sensors except for the exhaust gas oxygen sensor.
(d) Nothing in this section shall be construed as affecting in any way

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

warranty obligations existing under present statutes and regulations.
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ATTACHMENT B

State of Califeornia
. 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 1, 1978
Amended: April 10, 1978
Amended: May 24, 1978
Amended: February 9, 1979
Amended: May 22, 1979
Amended: March 5, 1980
Amended: March 26, 1980
Amended: August 27, 1980
Amended: August 28, 1980
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 provisions of Subparts A and B, Part 86, Title 40, Code of Federal
Regulations, as they existed on April 15, 1978, are hereby adopted as
the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981
and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty
Vehicles, with the following exceptions and additions:

1. Applicability

2. These test procedures are appiicable to 1981 and subsequent
model passenger cars, light-duty trucks and medium-duty
vehicles, except motorcycles. References to "light-duty
trucks" in 40 CFR 86 shall apply both to "light-duty trucks"
and "medium-duty vehicles" in these procedures.

b.  Any reference to vehicle sales throughout the United States
shall mean vehicle sales in California.

c. Regulations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, specific
language on the Certificate of Conformity, evaporative emissions,
high-altitude vehicles and testing, and heavy-duty engines and
vehicles shall not be applicable to these procedures, except
where specifically noted.

Z. 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,




“manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating of 8500 pounds on

Test

"Heavy-duty engine” means an engine which is used to propel a
heavy-duty vehicle. i

"Heavy- duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a manu-
facturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than 6,000
pounds, except passenger cars.

"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.
"Medium-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle having a

less.

Procedures

In order to demonstrate compliance with a non-methane hydrocarbon

emission standard, hydrocarbon emissions shall be measured in
accordance with the "California Non-Methane Hydrocarbon Test
Procedures."”

Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph 86.078-
23(f) may be from vehicles previously certified by EPA or ARB

The requirements in subparagraph 86.078-28(a){(4)(i)(B) (durab111ty
vehicles must meet emission standards) refer, for each pollutant,

to the highest of either the federal or California emission
standards.

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

=

(5) A statement of maintenance and procedures consistent wit
the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(1),
necessary to assure that the vehicles (or engines) covered by
a certificate of conformity in operation in normal use conform
to the regulations, and a description of the program for
training of personnel for such maintenance, and the equipmen
required.

c+




El

In paragraph 86.078-25 (Maintenance):

1.
(1)

Amend subparagraph (a)(1) to read as follows:

Scheduled maintenance on the engine, emission control

system and fuel system of durability vehicles shall,
?n;%ss ?therwise provided pursuant to paragraph (a)
5)(iii),

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)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

{7)

be restricted as set forth in the following |

Drive belts on engine accessories (tension
adjustment only); (30,000 miles).

Valve lash {15,000 miles).
Spark plugs (30,000 miles). -
Air filter (30,000 miles).

Exhaust gas sensor {30,000 miles): Provided
that an audible and/or visible signal approved
by the Executive 0fficer alerts the vehicle
operator to the need for sensor maintenance

at the mileage point.

Choke (cleaning or lubrication only); (30,000 |
miles). !

In addition, adjustment of the engine idle
speed {curb idle and fast idle), valve lash,
and engine bolt torque may be performed once
during the first 5,000 miles of scheduled
driving, provided the manufacturer makes a
satisfactory showing that the maintenance
will be performed on vehicles in use.




(B) for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance shall be
restricted to the following items at intervals no

more frequent than every 12,500 miles of scheduled

driving, provided that no maintenance may be per-
formed after 45,000 miles of scheduled driving:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

(7)

Adjust low idle speed.

Adjust valve lash if required.
Adjust injector timing.

Adjust governor.

Clean and service injector tips.

Adjust drive bell tension on engine
accessories.

Check engine bolt torque and tighten as
required.

(i) 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.

with service instructions and specifications provided b

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).

In paragraph 86.078-38 (Maintenance instructions):

1.  Amend subparagraph (a) to read:

(i1i) Maintenance shall be conducted in a manner consistent




{a) The manufacturer shall furnish or cause to be ;
furnished to the purchaser of each new motor vehicle i
(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 reascnable 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 i
instructions may, subject to approval by the Adm1n1strator,
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 recommend
such inspections, maintenance, and repair as may be reasonable
and necessary for the proper functioning of the vehicle and

its emission control systems. If the instructions recommend
maintenance in addition to that which may be required purSUant
to the preceding paragraph, they shall distinguish c]ear]y
between required and recommended maintenance.

2. Amend subparagraph {c)(1) to read:

(1) Such instructions shall specify the performance
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu-
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(1).

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)(1). =

If the instructions specify recommended maintenance

as well as required maintenance, they shall d]st1ngu1sh
clearly between the two.



4, Standards

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust
emissions for the useful 1ife of the vehicle.

Amend subparagraph 86.078-39(a) (Submission of maintenance
instructions) to read:

(a) The manufacturer shall provide to the Administrator,

no later than the time of the submission required by
paragraph 86.078-23 a copy of the maintenance instructions
which the manufacturer proposes to supply to the ultimate
purchaser in accordance with subparagraph 86.078-38(a).

The Administrator will review such instructions to determine
whether they are consistent with federal requirements, and

to determine whether the instructions for required maintenance
are consistent with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph

86.078-25(a)(1). The Administrator will notify the manufacturer

of his determinations.

50,000 Mile Exhaust
Equivalent Emission Standards
Inertia (grams per vehicle mile)
Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of
Year Type {(a) (1bs.}(b) Hydrocarbons{c}  Monoxide Nitrogen (NO,)(e)
1981 PC AT (0.41) 3.4 1.0
PC(d) A1l 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7
PC(g) = AN 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.5
LDT, MDV  0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999  0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5
LDT, MDV  4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5
MDV 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0 |
1882 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4 i
PC{d) C AN 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7
PC(1) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0
LDT, MDV  0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0
LDT, MDY  4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5
MDY 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0
1983 PC ATl 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 1.0
LDT, MDY ~ 4000-5%99 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.0
MDV 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) 8.0 1.5
1983(i) PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7(j)
LDT, MDV  0-3999  0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 |
1984(i) PC Al 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7
LDT, MDV  0-3999  0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.7(3)
1985(i) LDT, MDV  0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.7




100,000 Mile Exhaust
. Equiyalent Emission Standards
Inertia {grams per vehicle mile)
Model Vehicle Weight Non-Methane Carbon Oxides of
Year Type (a) (1bs.)(b) Hydrocarbons(c) Monox ide Nitrogen N02(e)
1981 PC(Option 1) Al 0.39 (f) 3.4 1.5
PC(Option 2) Al 0.46 (f) 4.0 1.5
LDT, MDV
(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) (f) 9.0 1.5
LDT, MDV. '
(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 (f) 10.6 1.5
LDT, MDV ‘
Option 1 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) (f) 9.0 2.0
MDV EOEtion 1) 6000+1arger 0.60 (0.60) (f) 9.0 2.3
. 1982 PC(Option 1) A1 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.5
PC{Option 2) A1l 0.46 8.3 1.5
LDT, MDV
(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5
LDT, MDV |
{Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.5
LDT, MDV
Option 1 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 5.0 2.0
. MDL?T_l\v ption 1) 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.3
1983 PC ) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0
& Sub- (Option 1
sequent PC All 0.46 8.3 1.0
(Option 2)
LDT, WDV |
. (Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0
LOT, MDV
(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.0
LDT, MDV
(Option 1 4000-5999 0.50 {0.50) 9.0 1.5
MDV (Optiom 1) 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 F.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.




(d)

(e)

(f)

{9)

(h)

(3)

(k)

The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A manu-
facturer must select either the primary or optional sets of
standards for its full product line for the entire two-year
period.

The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured

on the federal Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600,
Subparagraph B} shall be no greater than 1.33 times the applicable
passenger car standards and 2.0 times the applicable light-duty
truck and medium-duty vehicle standards shown in the table, Both
the projected emissions and the HWFET standard shall be rounded to
the nearest 0.1 gm/mi before being compared.

For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected
50,000 mile evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an
adjustment to the hydrocarbon exhaust emission standard may be
granted by the Executive Officer. The adjusted standard will
be calculated using the following formula:

) Di+3.3 Hs
HCex .75 (]85 - —Z—ﬂ'———) + HCD

Where:

HCex = adjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard

HCO = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard

b1
Hs

diurnal evaporative emissions
hot soak evaporative emissions.

For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section
1960.2, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California
Administrative Code. '

For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section
1960.3, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California
Administrative Code.

For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section
1960.4, Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California
Administrative Code. Special standards revert to "1983 and subsequent
standards for 1985 and subsequent passenger cars and 1986 and sub-
sequent LDTs and MDVs.

The Executive Officer may grant limited relief from the 1983 passenger
car and 1984 LDT and MDV special NOx standard to a manufacturer who
exceeds the standard because of unforeseen technical problems.

Optional Standards. A manufacturer may choose to certify to these

optional standards pursuant
Title 13, California Administrative Caode,

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.




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.

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."

For gasoline-powered vehicles evidence shall be supplied
that the air/fuel metering system or secondary air injec-
tion system is capable of providing sufficient oxygen to
theoretically allow enough oxidation to attain the CO
emission standard at barometric pressures equivalent to
those expected at altitudes ranging from sea level to
6,000 feet elevation.

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

(i1) 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
1ikely 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.

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. A1l data
obtained pursuant to this paragraph shall be reported in
accordance with procedures applicable to other exhaust
emissions data required pursuant to these procedures.

9.




Optional 100,000 Mile Certification Procedure

|

In the event that one or more of the manufacturer's emission
data vehicles fail the HWFET standard listed in paragraph 4,

the manufacturer may submit to the Executive Officer engineering
data or other evidence showing that the system is capable of
complying with the standard. If the Executive Officer finds,
on the basis of an engineering evaluation, that the system
can comply with the HWFET standard, he or she may accept the
information supplied by the manufacturer in lieu of vehicle
test data. ’

The manufacturer shall submit to the Executive Officer a
statement that those vehicles for which certification is
requested have driveability and performance characteristics
which satisfy that manufacturer's customary driveability and
performance requirements for vehicles sold in the United
States. This statement shall be based on driveability data |
and other evidence showing compliance with the manufacturer's
performance criteria. This statement shall be supplied with|
the manufacturer's final application for certification, and
with all running changes for which emission testing is required.

If the Executive Officer has evidence to show that in-use

vehicles demonstrate poor performance that could result in
wide-spread tampering with the emission control systems, he
or she may request all driveability data and other evidence
used by the manufacturer to justify the performance statement.

The alternate emission standards shown in paragraph (4) above
shall apply to any engine family which meets all of the following
additional requirements:

a.

Each exhaust emission durability data vehicle shall be
driven, with all emission control systems installed and
operating, for 100,000 miles or such lesser distance as

the Executive Officer may agree to as meeting the objectives
of this procedure. Compliance with the emission standards
shall be established as follows:

(i) The linear regression line for all poliutants 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 L
must meet emissions standards) refer, for each pollutant,
to the highest of either the federal 50,000 mile or
California 100,000 mile emission standards.

10.




(ii) Compliance with the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide
standards shall be determined as follows:

(a)

(b)

For Option 1:

(A)

(B)

(C)

For Option 2:

(R)

(B)

(C)

|
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.

the linear regression line in (i) may exceed‘
the standard provided that no data point
exceeds the standard.

the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data
veh1c1e shall be multiplied by the deterioration
factor computed by dividing the interpolated |
50,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000
m11e point. These values shall not exceed the
appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide
standards.

the interpolated 4,000 and 100, UOD mile po1n§
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not

exceed the appropriate hydrocarbon and carbon
monoxide standards, except as in (B) below.

the linear regression line in (i) may exceed
the standard provided that no data point
exceeds the standard.

the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data from
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission daqa
veh1c1e shall be multiplied by the deterioration
factor computed by dividing the 1nterpo]ated‘
100,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000
m1}e point. These values shall not exceed tﬂe
appropriate 100,000 mile hydrocarbon and carbon
monoxide standards.

11.



(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 1ine 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.

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).

Only the following scheduled maintenance shall be allowed
under subparagraph 86.078.25(a)(1)(i).

25(a)(1)(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 mi]es?.

(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) 1Idle speed (30,000 miles).

(8) Fuel Filter (30,000 miles).

(9) Injection timing (30,000 miles).

12.




25(a)(1)(i)(B) Option 2. For 1981 and later model gasoline
or diesel-fueled vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted to.
the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or ;

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

(1) Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30, 004 miles).
(2) valve lash (15,000 miles).
- (3) Spark plugs (30 000 miles).
(4) Air filter (30,000 miles).
(5) Fuel filter (30,000 miles).
(6) Idle speed (30,000 miles).
(7) Injection timing (30,000 m11es)

c.£$#4) 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 show1ng that the maintenance will be per-
formed on vehicles in use.

d.ex 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
standard set by federal Taw or regulation controlling emissions of
particulate matter must conform to such standard.

13.



Item:

Public Hearing Date: May 20, 1981

Response

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board

Comment:

Response:

Certified:

Date:

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Response to Significant Environmental Issues

Public Hearing to Consider Amendments to T1t1e 13, Section 1960

1,

California Administrative Code, Regarding Exhaust Emission Standards

and Test Procedures for 1983 and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars
Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles, and Conforming Amend
to Related Provisions Governing Emission Control System sarranty
(Title 13, CAC Sections 2035-2046)

Agenda Item. No. 81-9-1

Date: May 20, 1981

There may be & s1gn1f1¢ant environmental impact resulting from
the increased NOx emissions perm1tted by the opt1ona] standards’
for light-duty trucks.

The recall pravisions in the regulations will subStanFia]ly
mitigate this impact and further mitigation is econamically
infeasible.
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Memorandum

.~ : Huey D. Johnson , ' Date : June 22, 1987
Secretary : ' o _
Resources Agency ' - Sudject: Filing of Yotice of

Decision of thj‘ Air
. Resources Boar | ,

|
m
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
PubTic Resources Code, the Air Resources Roard hereby forwards
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en- -
vironmental comments raised during the comment period. :
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State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resclution 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 0il
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 Catifornia Envirommental 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,
sealing mechanisms, hatches, sight g1asses and meters (components)
in 0i1 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 components
in oil and gas production and gas processing facilities can be reduced
to meet the standards of 10,000 ppm hexane equivalent and 3 drops per

minute specified in the Suggested Control Measure, constitute reasonably

available control technology;

That although fugitive emissions of photochemically reactive compounds
from components in o0il 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 o1l

and gas production and gas processing facilities in a safe
manner is available;




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
environmental impacts.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board endorses the Suggested Control
Measure for the Control of Fugitive Photochemically Reactive Organic Comp%und
Emissions from 011 and Gas Production Operations and Gas Process1ng Plants

as set forth 1in Attachment A to this Resolution.

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

state or national ambient air quality standards, with a recommendation that
these districts use the Suggested Control Measure as a guideline and that |they
consider the adoption of the Suggested Control Measure or a similar measure
suff1c1ent1y effective to meet Tocal air pollution control needs.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that, in forwarding the Suggested Control Measure |
ta districts, the Executive OFficer is directed to recommend that the
districts' enforcement of the leak 1imits in adopted district rules for »1
the control of fugitive photochemically reactive organ1c compound emissions
in 01l and gas production operations and gas processing plans become
operative on January 1, 1982.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLYED, that, in forward1ng the Suggested Control Measure‘

to districts, the Executive Officer is directed to recommend that the |
districts establish criteria (such as those in Attachment C) for |
determining whether a violation of the measure has occurred. This deter-‘

mination shall be based on the District's air quality 1mprovement needs and

on recognition of the fact that complete elimination of leaks is not cost-effective,
Bt IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that, in forward1ng the Suggested Control Measurej

to districts, the Executive Officer 1is 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 from
various types of components and streams in 0il and gas production cperations.

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

Sally Ru%?, Boara Secrétary




Rute

A.

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.)

B.

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

Fugitive Photochemically Reactive Organic Compound Emissions
from 01 and Gas Production Operations:

APPLICABILITY AND DATE QOF EFFECT

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 (liquid
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 minute
of 1iquid 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 eguivalent method approved by
the air.pollution control officer and which is calibrated with propane

6. Inspections?

a. Operatorinspection": a survey of components to detect and
repair leaks for the purposes of complying with this Rule. An operator
inspection may be performed by any method deemed appropriate by the
operator.




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.
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. A1l components containing photochemically reactive organic_fluids |

shall be inspected by the operator as necessary to ensure compliance

1

with the provisions of this Rule. The inspections shall be accomplished

by any means which the operator deems suitfable.

4, An operator, upon detection of a leaking component, shall affix toi

that component a readily visible tag bearing the date on which the Teak
1s detected. The tag shall remain in place until the Teaking component

is repaired and reinspected and found to be in compliance with the
requirements of this Rule.

3= 5. An operator shall repair be-eens#dE?edhte-be—#n-v%alét#en—ef

this-Rule-if a leaking component is-ret-repaived to a leak-free copditﬁon
and reinspected the component within the time specified in subsection F1,

E?2, or E3. _ !

4- 6. Emissions from components which have been tagged by the operatok

for repair or which have been repaired and are awaiting re-inspection
pursuant to subsection E3 shall not be violatioh per subsection C2.

5= 7. This Section C shall be effective beginning on January 1, 1982.
OPERATOR INSREETION-SEMEBUEE 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 pollutidn 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 Rescurces 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. : ‘
\



2. Within sixty (60) days of beginning construction on a new facility:
requiring a management plan or beginning modifications to a facility
covered under an existing management plan, the operator shall submit
a new or modified plan to the air pollution control off1cer

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
ana]yzer to exceed 10,000 parts per million photochemically reactive
arganic compounds expressed as hexane when the analyzer probe is held ‘

at one centimeter from the joining surfaces and any component leak dripping

1iquid containing photochemically reactive organic compounds at a rate of
more than three drops per minute shall be repaired to a leak-free condjition
within twenty (20} working days unless an application for a variance i§
filed with the District Hearing Board within the twenty (20) day period.
This provision shall not apply to a leaking component which is an !
essential part of a critical process unit identified in the approved |
management plan, in which case repair shall 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.

EXEMPTIONS

1. The requ1rements of this Rule shall not apply to components that
are located in areas which cause inspection to be infeasible or unsafe
for personnel provided that such components are identified in the
management plan approved by the air pollution control officer as
described in Section D1 of this Rule.

2. The requirements of this Rule shall not app]y 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 pollution control
district.
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3. The requirements of this Rule shall not apply to any component

which the operator demoristrates, 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

10,000 ppm photochemically reactive organic compounds as 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 po]lution control officer
that any component or group of components included in the management
plan de does not leak or that it contains materials which are not.likely
to em1t photochem1ca11y react1ve organ1c compounds, or. ethane under the

of components is not cost-effective to rout1ne1y 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 any 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 photochemically reactive organic
compound emissions from components in o0il 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 1ist
ranks components and streams according to the relative cost-effectiveness
ratic of controlling fugitive emissions.

1)

2)

3)

"

5)

6)

7)

NOTE:

Application of gaseous emission‘]imitatibn (10,000 ppm) to all
gas-service components in all applications in 0il and gas
production facilities and gas processing plants.

Application of gaseous emission limitation (10,000 ppm) and of
1iquid leak Timitation (3 drops per minute) to all components

containing liquid condensate or other 1iquid streams comprised |

largely of low molecular weight organic compounds (e.g.

vapor recovery system condensate and Tiquid streams in gas plant

in o011 and gas production facilities and gas processing plants.

Application of gaseous and liquid leak 1imitations to all dynami
components (va]ves, pumps, etc.) handling photochemically reacti
organic fluids in oil and gas production facilities and gas
processing plants.

Application of liquid leak Timitation to. all static components
{flanges, threaded connections, etc.) handling photochemically

c
ve

reactive organic fluids upstream of first vessel or tank in oil

production facilities.

Application of 1iquid leak limitation to a]l static components
handling photochem1ca11y reactive organic fluids downstream of
first vessel or_ tank in oil production facilities.

Application of gaseous leak 1imitation to all static components;

handling. photochem1ca11y reactive organic fluids upstream of f1r
vessel or tank in 0il production facilities.

Application of gaseous leak Timitation to all static components

hand1ing photochemically reactive organic fluids downstream of
first vessel or tank in 0il production facilities.

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.



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)

2)

4)

OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION OPERATIONS AND GAS PROCESSING PLANTS

“The issuance of Notices. of Repair only for leaks found in

ATTACHMENT C

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

GUIDELINES FOR DETERMINING
WHETHER A VIOLATION HAS OCCURRED

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

enforcement history.

The issuance of Notices of Violation or Citations only in cases
where more than a small, specified number (such as one) of Not1ce$
of Repa1r has been 1ssued during the course of a fac111ty :
inspection.

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

components handling streams which do not contain gases or low
molecular weight 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 0i1 and Gas Production Operations and Gas Processing Plants

Agenda Item No. 81-11-1

Public Hearing Date: June 24 and 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

Certified: _{é Z&é ééﬁé
Board Secrétary ' '

Date: /2;{;}/15;!,

RECEIVED
Office of the Secretary|

JUL 2 1981
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State of California

Memorandum

‘o : Huey D. Johnson
Secretary

Resources Agency

From : Air Resources Board

Date : April 6, 1981

Subject: Filing of Notj
of Decision of
Air Resources

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. |

attachments
Resolution 81-13
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BOARD SECRETARY
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RECEIVED BY
Office of the Secretary

JUL 2 188
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State of California
AIR RESQURCES 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; and

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

3

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 powers
and authority granted by the Health and Safety Code, Section 39705, hereby
accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and appro*es
the following 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 $64,170.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adm1n1£—
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for
the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $64,110.

I certify that the above is a true
and correct copy of Resolution 81414
as passed by the Air Resources Board.

Sally Rump & :

BOARD SECRETARY




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 b.p
DATE: March 26,‘1981
|
Research Proposal 996-81 entitled "Review and Analysis of

Special Accounting Practices, Tax Laws, and Other Financial
Considerations Applicable to Selected California Industrres

Adopt Resolution 81-14, approving Research Proposal 996- 81
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 Resources
Board in determining the "bottom line" costs for an industrial
company to comply with the Board's air pollution abatement
requirements. The reference quide will be developed by using
published sources of financial information and by utilizing
the expertise of Price Waterhouse (PW), industry spec1a11sts
representatives of firms from within the industries bein
studied, and individuals from institutions familiar w1thjthe
1ndustr1es Because the Titerature is boundless, PW industry
specialists will provide direction to the appropriate areas
of 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
institutional representatives before the report of their
findings is written.

The specific industries to be researched are the electrical
utilities; petroleum producers, refiners and marketers; '
chemical manufacturing; and other manufacturing industries
to be selected in consultation with staff. Some sources |and
items to be examined are: Financial Accounting Standards
Board, American Institute of Certified Public Accountants,
Securities and Exchange Commission, Internal Revenue Codel,
PW tax checklists, California Franchise Tax Board, California
Public Utilities Commission, large versus small firms, ranges
of the cost of capital within each industry, variables
Tikely 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 by
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

NHEREAS the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for
fund1ng o

- 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 accepts
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 édminis—
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.

Sally Rum
BOARD SECRETARY




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

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

Reéearch Proposal 999-81 entitled, "Study of
Emissions Impact of Selected Aftermarket Parts."

Adopt Resolution 81-15, approving research
Proposal 999-81 for funding in an amount not to
exceed $71,022. }
Section 27156 of the California Vehicle Code |
requires that any add-on or modified part ‘
which alters or modifies the original design or
performance of a vehicle's emission control
system be exempted by the Air Resources Board
before it can be legally sold for installation on
on-road motor vehicles. The number of such
devices sold and installed illegally and their
impact on emissions has not be adequately
determined.

The purpose of this study is to determine the
volume and pattern of sales of selected aftermarket
parts in.California, the differences in emissions
between vehicles in the unmodified and modifi?d
state, and the factor(s) which contribute to

changes in emission levels. Sales and usage jata
will be obtained for exhaust headers, modifie

intake manifolds, turbochargers, modified 5
ignition distributors, modified cam-shafts anﬂ
replacement carburetors. On the basis of the
survey, six vehicles will be selected and tested
(two for each type of aftermarket part) to determine
the effects of exhaust headers, modified intake
manifolds, and turbochargers on exhaust levels,
fuel economy and driveability. For each device,
the first vehicle is to be the one most likely to
be modified with the particular part, and the
second is to represent the "worst case" applidation
on the basis of potential adverse effect upon
emissions. :




State of California
AIR RESQURCES 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 ‘
"Depos1t1on 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 fqr
funding: !

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

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 980-81 entitled "Deposition of Particles in Ch11drer'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 adminigtrative
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $103,425.

I certify that the above is a true
and correct copy of Resolution 81-16
as passed by the Air Resources Board.

fecrup

Sally Ru 7
BOARD SECRETARY




State of California \
. AIR RESOURCES BOARD |

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

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

RECOMMENDATION: Adapt Resolution 81-16 approving Research Praposal
No. 980-81 for funding not to exceed $103,425.

SUMMARY : Particulate matter suspended in the air we breathe has

been associated with harm to human health for many years.

. ' Numerous regulations have been adopted to limit exposures
in both the occupational and ambient environment. Research
into the health effects of particulate matter has shown
that several factors influence the relative risks impgsed
upon inhalation. These include particle size, chemical
composition and physical properties and complex functﬂona1
parameters of the human lung. Models have been develgped
to pred1ct how particles behave in the lung and thus to

. : aid in risk assessment. The most notable application of

particle deposition to date has been in the occupational
setting, which has been Tlimited to healthy young adulu
males. More sensitive elements of the population w
require further consideration and protection.

sensitive portion of the population. Children exhibit

. breathing patterns different from adults; they generally
inhale more air (and pollution) per pound of body weight
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 severe
?ffect on a developing lung than on the fully developed
ung

Most scientists believe that children constitute one stch

The objective of this proposal is to gather data on how
particulate matter deposits in the Tungs of children of
various ages. These data will be applied to calibrate!

and verify existing deposition models developed for the
adult Tung.

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 has



_o- |

agreed to assist in this effort by making the needed
cadavers available for the effort. The proponent would
fill the lung airways to make a negative cast, either
in situ or in lungs excised under controlled cond1t1ot
These negative casts would undergo extensive measurement
efforts to provide information needed for later modeling
efforts. Positive casts would then be made from the
negatives to produce hollow airways to be used for
deposition studies to determine the pattern of partiche
deposition by size. !

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 bé
applied to children.

The data collected in the effort described above, tothher

The information to be gained from the proposed effort~w11]
provide a basis for a more fully protective fine-particle
air quality standard. Moreover, we expect that informa-
tion gained in this study on deposition in children would
help in the design of future epidemiological studies.?



State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-17

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 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

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 982-81 entitled "The Influence of Exercise on Lung
Injury from Exposure to Ozone" submitted by the University of i
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 recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves
the following: ‘ ‘

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

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the regearch
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $100,000. |

|

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

Sally Rump % 4

BOARD SECRETARY




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESOQURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 b.5

DATE: March 26, 1981

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

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

Exercise is known to influence pulmonary funct]
performance of human subjects undergoing ozone
exposures. In accordance with theory, results
such tests show that an increase in ventilator)
rate results in an increase of dose of ozone.

have also shown that athletic performance can be

adversely affected on high oxidant days. What
not known is the type and extent of tissue dama

onal
of
Studies

is
ge

accompanying the changes. Such a determination can

be obtained by using laboratory test animals wh
are exposed under controlled exercise, sacrifig
and studied for tissue damage.

Previous studies by the proponent have demonsty
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 in
resting rats. Ozone levels of 0.8 ppm produced
in many exercising rats. It has also been show
rats will actively avoid ozone exposure at leve
as low as 0.2 ppm over a six-hour period. This
will follow up on such observations and extend
to lower concentrations. Limited efforts will
undertaken to relate tissue damage to ventilato

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

Rats will be trained to run on treadmills for a

ich
ed

ated
Lesions

death

n that

1s

study
exposures
also be
ry volumes.

pheres
Tuded
ons of
5.

period

of four hours through a series of trials that employ

shock as a stimulus to perform. "Qualified" ra
would be exposed for four hours to ozone at 0.3
and 0.15 ppm and to ozone free air. Three grou
will be used for each exposure level. Each gro

ts

hy, 0.20

bs of rats
up will

receive a different exercise/rest protocol in order to
distinguish the impact of the different workloads and

therefore different ventilatory rates on tissue

damage.
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Rats will also be tested to determine if thein
maximal workload capabilities are affected by

the ozone exposure. This will be done by testing

rats on the day before and the day following the
above described ozone treatment. They will be
placed on a variable-speed, variable-slope

treadmil]l. The angie and speed will be increased
until the rats fajl to continue running and accept

shocks.

Lung damage will be studied in exposed rats by

killing them two days post exposure and examining
prepared lung sections microscopically for lesions

in the alveoiar region and "free" cells in air
spaces. The lung sections will be scored on a
graded scale relating to the type of damage and

the amount of the Tung involved. Workload measure-

ments would then be used to relate damage obser-
vations to ventilatory rates on the basis of
published relationships between workload and
ventilatory rate.

The proposed study would replicate and great1y
extend previous exercise protocols and attempt

to relate microstructural damage, and work output

levels to ozone exposure. The outcome of the
study will add to our understanding of health

risks to humans in varying levels of exercise/work

in the outdoor envivronment.




State of California
ATR RESQURCES 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, "Monitor
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 Rescurces 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:

ing

Proposal Number 981-81 entitled, "Monitoring of Mutagens and Carcinogens
in Community Air", submitted by the Air and Industrial Hygiene Laboratory

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 accepts

the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the fo

lowing:

Proposal Number 981-81 entitled, "Monitoring of Mutagens and Carcinogens
in Community Air", submitted by the Air and Industrial Hygiene Laboratory

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 certify that the above is a true

and correct copy of Resolution 81-18

as passed by the Air Resources Board.

SaTly Rump / Z

BOARD SECRETARY




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY ;

State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81~5-3 b.6

DATE: March 26, 1981

Research Proposal No. 981-81 entitled
"M0n1tor1ng of Mutagens and Carc1nogens
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 Caiifornfa

Department of Health Services wiil assess the

mutagenic potency of suspended particulate matter

in Contra Costa County, an area that has been

identified as having high rates of lung cancer.
The objectives of this research project include:

1. An analysis of a broad spectrum on organic
molecules to better reconcile the chemical
data and the observed mutagenicities. The
analysis will include polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAH) and polycyclic organic
matter (POM) (e.g., nitro-substituted and
oxygenated PAH),

2. The use of chemical signatures in the collected

samples to better identify possible sources
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
ambient air, and

4. The further integration of the chemical arid
‘biochemical data into an ongoing epidemiolo
cancer study in Contra Costa County.

This study proposes to apply the Ames Salmonel]l
mutagenicity test to particulate samples collec
in Contra Costa County. These samples will be
examined for the presence of POM in an attempt
further identify the chemicals responsible for
the observed mutagenic activity. A completed

of

gical

a
ted

to

analysis of five PAH's for mutagenic activity showed

that these represent only about 2 percent of th
total mutagenic activity in ambient air. Thus|,
the principal sources of mutagens currently rem
obscure. In the present research study, unsubr

e

ain

stituted, nitro-substituted and oxygenated PAH| as

well as heterocyclic compounds (e.g., benzacrid
will be tested to elucidate the "excess mutagen

ine)
icity”



gquestion. In addition to the standard Ames Salmon-
ella tester strains, recently developed nitro
reductase mutant strains will be used to indficate
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 information
and will consist of hi-vol collection of partic-
ulate at three locations in Contra Costa County
(Richmond, Concord, and Pittsburg).

Samples will be analyzed for mutagenicity and
selected POM as well as total suspended particulate,
lead, benzene-soluble organics, sulfates and nitrates.
The filter samples from each location will be|com-
posited over three four-month intervals: July-
October 1981; November 1981-February 1982; March-
June 1982. Samples collected for POM and muta-
genicity testing will be subjected to special
handling. ‘Following collection, these filters will
be immediately wrapped in aluminum foil, sealed in
envelopes, and refrigerated. They will be trans-
ported and stored cold prior to testing. These
special procedures may prove critical since prelim-
inary studies indicated that significant losses of
organics may occur when filters are stored at
room temperature.

The second phase will consist of three periods of
intensive sampling and analysis. This phase is
designed to identify possible sources of muta-
genic material and determine the diurnal and
seasonal variations of ambient aerosols. The
analysis will include measurements of total partic-
ulate -mass, sulfates, nitrates, lead, organics,
mutagenicity, POM, and multielemental analysis.
The analysis will also include concurrent congen=
trations of the following gaseous poliutants:
nitric oxide, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide,
suifur dioxide and ozone. The intensive phase
will be conducted on days when meteorological
conditions are as foliows:

Winter: Air drainage from the east, 0-200 m
inversion height. Typically high TSP and
NO2 days in November through January.

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

Fall: Stagnant air mass, weak variable winds,




State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-19

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 1014-81 entitled

"Cumulative Effects of Acid Rain on Plant Productivity and Soil Nutrient
Supply Under California Conditions", has been submitted by the University
of California at Berkeley 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 1014-81 entitied "Cumulative Effects of Acid Rain on
Plant Productivity and Soil Nutrient Supply Under California Conditjons"
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 accepts the
recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the following:

Proposal Number 1014-81 entitled "Cumulative Effects of Acid Rain on
Plant Productivity and Soil Nutrient Supply Under California Conditions”
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 administrative

procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $129,750.

I certify that the above is a true
and correct copy of Resolution 81-]19
as passed by the Air Resources Boapd.

SaTly Rump [/

BOARD SECRETARY




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO.: 81-5-3 b,

DATE: March 26

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
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 effe
of acid deposition on soils could either stimulate pla
growth by nutrient release or damage plant growth by
toxic element release. In the long term, however, pla
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
to acid precipitation for a very extended time. Manga
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 off
acid precipitation on plant productivity will be deter
after two sequential harvests of the tree species and
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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: 1) the

of
ter

cumulative effects of acid precipitation and 2) the effects

of acid precipitation on the integrated plant-soil-mic
system.

robe




State of California
AIR RESOURCES BQOARD

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 Humber 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

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

Proposal Number 1013-81 entitled "Effects of Ozone and Sulfur Dioxide

Mixtures on Forest Vegetation of the Southern Sierra Nevada" submitted

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 following:

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,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the res
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $141,318.

I certify that the above is a true
and correct copy of Resolution 81-.
as passed by the Air Resources Boa
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State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

ITEM NO; 81-5-3 b.8
DATE: March 26, 1981

ITEM: . Research Proposal No. 1013-81 entitled "Effects|of
Ozone and Sulfur Dioxide Mixtures on Forest Vegetation
of the Southern Sierra Nevada"

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution 81-20 approving Research Proposal
No. 1013-81 for funding in an amount not to exceed
$141,318.

SUMMARY : Relatively high ozone concentrations occur on the

eastern slope of the Sierra Nevada Mountains due
to transport of ozone and ozone precursors from
urban areas of the Central Valley. Scattered surveys
in the mountain areas have reported widespread foliar
injury from ozone on various tree species. O0il
production operations in Kern County generate sulfur
dioxide, which is also transported to the eastern
slope of the mountains. Sulfur dioxide from smelters
and other sources in the U.S. and Canada has also
been reported to cause extensive foliar injury on
tree species. The forest vegetation in the Sequodia
National Forest east of Bakersfield, is impacted by
both ozone and sulfur dioxide; yet, no studies have
been carried out on the effects of ozone - sulfur
dioxide mixtures on forest vegetation in the area.

Research in Canada over a 10-year period demons trated
a high correlation between foliar injury and foliar
sulfur content of forest vegetation as a function of
distance from the poliutant source, plant species

and leaf age. Other Canadian research has shown that
sulfur isotope ratios may be useful for determining
the source of sulfur in the plant, i.e. fossil fuels
or the earth's crust. These techniques may alsg help
determine if mixtures of ozone and sulfur dioxide act
additively, synergistically, or antagonistically in
terms of California forest vegetation growth and injury.

This study is divided into a field phase and a
controlled fumigation phase. The field phase in-

cludes gathering soil and foliage samples from Jocations
in the Sequoia National Forest at various distances

from SO, sources. Sgmples will be analyzed for sulfur
content to develop and apply diagnostic standards for
interpreting the effects of ozone-sulfur dioxide mix-
tures an faliar injury. Ambiént concentrations |of
ozone and sulfur dioxide will also be monitored |in the



Sequoia National Forest. Representatigﬁ sg@p]e
soil and foliage will be analyzed for “'S/7° S r
to investigate the diagnostic potential of stab
sulfur isotopes for determining the source of s
metabolized by plants.

The controlled fumigation phase includes exposi
several tree species to known concentrations of
mixtures of ozone and sulfur dioxide. Foliage
from fumigated plants will be analyzed for sulf
content and foliar injury, and growth effects w
be correlated with sulfur content. The contral
fumigations will provide data on known concentr
of ozone and sulfur dioxide so the field data c
be interpreted. :

Correlating foliar sulfur content with injury o
damage to plants could help establish threshold
doses for sulfur injury for various plant speci
and provide a ready indicator of atmospheric su
inputs. The study may also help determine if t
combined ozone-sulfur dioxide air quality stand
adequately pgateggs forest vegetation. The det
mination of “7S/7°S ratios may be a useful tool
for establishing relationships between pollutan
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

trative procedures and execute all necessary documents 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-
as passed by the Air Resources Boa

Sally Rump. / %

BOARD SECRETARY




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESOQURCES BOARD

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

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 Praposal
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 Tight duty
motor vehicles (LDMV) and additional coal-fired power

plants. POM contains polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons

(PAH), some of which are potent animal carcinogens
(e.g., benzo(a)pyrene (BaP)). Furthermore, these
compounds. are predominantly associated with small
particles (<1 um) that can be inhaled and deposited
in lungs of humans.

The investigators at the Statewide Air Pollution Resea
Center, U.C. Riverside, have demonstrated that a signi
cant Tevel of direct mutagenicity occurs in the partic
organic matter (POM) coliected at various representati
locations throughout the South Coast Air Basin. The

investigators have shown that this mutagenic activity
not caused by the "classical" polycyclic aromatic hydr
carbons such as benzo(a)pyrene. Three possible source

of this mutagenicity are currently under consideration.

These are: 1) an unidentified PAH formed during the
combustion process; 2) reaction products of the partic
organic material formed in the atmosphere; or 3) react
tnat may occur on filter surfaces during the collectio
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:

1) To conduct a search for the compounds in ambient
particulate matter in the South Coast Air Basin
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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 being
highly mutagenic.

3. Develop methods for sampling aerosol material that
will minimize the possibility of forming muta-
genic material while the particles are on the
filter.

4. To initiate studies of the role of diesel exhaust
in the formation of mutagenic particulate material.

The results of this study will be used by the scientifiic
community to improve their sampling methods so that
oxidation and/or nitration of the particulate material| on
the filter is minimized, and ultimately by the Board th
deve]op a control strategy and appropriate regulations

to minimize exposure of the public to mutagenic part1cp-
late materials.




State of California
ATIR RESOURCES BOQARD

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
Ange]es/UnTversity of Southern California to the Air Resources Board;
an

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 1017-81 entitied "Correlative and Sensitive Discriminants

for Air Pollution Control" submitted by the Professional Staff Association
of Los Angeles/University of Southern California for an amount not to
exceed $58,792;

authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accept
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the
following:

jation
0

for Air Pollution Control" submitted by the Professional Staff Asso
of Los Angeles/University of Southern California for an amount not

Proposal Number 1017-81 entitled "Correlative and Sensitive Discrim%nants
exceed $58,792,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini%trative
arch

procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the res

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to*the
effort proposed in an amount no to exceed $58,792.

I certify that the above is a true
and correct copy of Resolution 81-22
as passed by the Air Resources Board.

Sally Rump / %

BOARD SECRETARY




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 by

DATE; March 26,

10
1981

Research Proposal No. 1017-81 entitled "Correlative

and Sensitive Discriminants for Air Pollution
Control™.

Adopt Resolution 81-22 approving Research Proposal
No. 1017-81 for funding in an amount not to exceed

$58,792.

Nitrogen dioxide (NO,) has frequently been said

to be

far less toxic than ozone. This assertion is based
on several comparisons, some of which are indirect.
Even direct comparisons, however,.may not be appro-
priate because of probable differences in the modes

of action of ozone and NO

with NO2 is needed to resgive this question.

Clearly, further work

The results of studies by the proponent and others

have recently provided data that this major con-
stituent of photochemical smog is capable of pro-

ducing potentially adverse effects at levels
approaching those at which ozone has been shown

to

have an adverse effect. The proponent has demonstrated
cellular Tevel changes in lung structure following

intermittent exposures to 0.3 ppm NO,.
alterations can be seen for as long gs 10 weeks

These cellular

after

the exposures have stopped. The kinds of structural
and cellular alterations detected by the proponent
are thought to be similar, if not the same as, those

seen in the early stages of certain Tung diseases

where usable air exchange volumes are destroyed., In

addition, very consistent spleen-weight changes
been seen in animals exposed to NOZ'

This proposal is simple in concept and design.

have

It

consists of placing 100 pregnant mice into a fiftered
air control chamber and 100 pregnant mice into gx-
posure chambers. They will deliver nearly simulitaneously

in the chambers. NO, exposures will be at 0.35

for the 12 weeks fo]%owing delivery.  The exposure

ppm

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 for micrpscopic

study. Alveolar cell type changes as well as al

veolar

structure will be determined using the image ana}ysis.




Limited study of subcellular components of alveolar
cells will also be pursued. Spleen weights will also
be measured on all animals. These four parameters,

i.e., alveolar cell changes, alveolar structure,
subcellular changes and spleen weights, have all

been shown to be sensitive indicators of NO, exposure.
The proposed study will provide valuable information
relating to what extent the effects of NO, exposures
seen in previous studies persist over time and whether
or not they are reversible. Such information adds key
pieces of information to the previous work. The results
of this and earlier studies will serve as a basfis for
reconsideration of the ambient air quality standards

for NOZ‘




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 Programs

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

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

Proposal Number 1018-81 entitled, "Chemical Consequences of Air Qualit;
Standards and of Contral Implementation Programs," submitted by the
University of California, Riverside for an amount not to exceed $154,3¢

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 81-23
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as passed by the Air Resources Board.

SalTly Rump
BOARD SECRETARY




ITEM:
RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 8
DATE: M

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
will be used for a three element project to:
(1) Investigate the source of "chamber effects
which have, at times, made chamber data diffic
to interpret and required that empirical corre
be made when smog chamber data are used in con
strategy designs and models. (2) Quantify the
forming potential of relatively inert long~cha
hydrocarbons typical of those found in diesel
jet fuels. (3) Measure the reactivity and ide
the reaction products of benzene and other aro
hydrocarbons. Each of these elements are disc
in more detail below.

For nearly ten years it has been recognized th
smog chamber studies do not fully agree with
photochemical smog reactions, measured in the
air. More recently, it has been determined th
smog chambers have some unknown source of free
radicals. These transient but highly reactive
chemical fragments perturb the rates of appear
or disappearance of the various species such a
hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides, and ozone, forme
or consumed in the chamber. Research to expla
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
imentally determining the magnitude of this so
of radicals in both the all-Teflon and all=gla
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configurations of the Riverside 6000-1iter chamber.

As a result of a number of hydrocarbon substit
measures beginning with Rule 66, as well as fo

other reasons, the emissions of "low reactivity"

relative to "high reactivity" hydrocarbons and
solvents is increasing. The chamber radical s
effects would be expected to result in overpre
diction of the relative reactivities of these

reactivity" compounds in standardized tests now
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being developed. To better understand these
effects and to provide important data for the
state-of«the~art urban airshed computer models
the investigators propose to investigate the

atmospheric chemistry of the higher alkanes which

are important constituents of gasoline, diesel
jet fuels.

Finally, the investigators propose to study the

, and

photochemical reactions and the reaction products

of benzene. This compound is of particular

interest because of the widespread use of benzene

(and its derivatives) as fuels and solvents and

especially because benzene (and many of its
polycyclic derivates) are known carcinogens,
Additionally, knowledge of the reaction produc
formed by the NOx-air-benzene irradiation will
provide important clues to the type of compoun
that may be of importance to the SAPRC mutagen

ts
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State of California
AIR RESQURCES 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
University of California at San Francisco to the Air Resources Board; an

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

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends fol

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

d

or

-

e

accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves

the following:

Proposal Number 1016-81 entitled “Effects of Air Pollution on Airway
Function" submitted by the University of Califaornia at San Francisce

for an amount not to exceed $126,939,

L

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research

effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $126,989.

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

Salfy Rump
BOARD SECRETARY
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ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 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 Tlong been known to affect
adversely the human respiratory system. Persons
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 asthmatic
subjects. Work to date has produced some striking
findings that have raised questions regarding the
adequacy of the protection provided by current

502 standards.

These key results have been obtained in Tightl
exercising asymtomatic asthma subjects: ten-
minute exposures to as little as 0.7 ppm SO
have been shown to produce bronchoconstrict@on in
some asthmatics. The implications of these findings
have caused the studies to be closely scrutinized
and, as a result, questions have been raised that
might be addressed in further exposure work. Most
of the questions here has centered about the suit-
abitity of mouthpiece delivery of the air containing
502’ Many physicians believe that the nose plays
an“important role in removal of S0, before the
pollutant reaches the Tung so that"these studies
underestimate the threshold level for the response.
Questions have also been raised as to what might

.be seen if higher exercise rates are employed.

Previous studies by the proponent have indicated
that both ozone and SO, produce bronchoconstriction.
It is therefore suspec%ed that combined exposure 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 502 responses (2) to study the im
plication of inCreased workload and thus highe



-2- . 1
\

ventilatory rate on SO, responses of human subj ects
and (3} to study the e%fects of combined SO, a
ozone on experimental animals. The end po1ﬁts

be observed in all experiments invelving human

are indices of airway constriction.

Four experiments are proposed to address these
objectives.

Experiment 1 - It is the intent of the propone
to study the responses of mildly asthmatic sub
jects to S0, at 0.5 to 1 ppm breather through the
mouth or noge for 10 minutes. This will be
achieved with a mask that allows suppression ©
either oral or nasal breathing.

Experiment 2 - This study will investigate the
response of asthmatics to low levels of SO under
moderate and heavy workloads. Six to ten 1Id N
asthmatic subJects will perform light, moderat
and heavy exercise loads for 5 to 10 minutes 1%

purified moist air with 0.25 ppm SO

Experiment 3 -~ This study would involve the us
of atropine, a broncho-dilator, to study the
mechanisms involved in producing the observed
a1rway resistance increases following SO expo
in the range of 0.5 - 1 ppm. Asthamat1c subje
will be employed in these experiments.

ures

Experiment 4 - This study will determine wheth
any interaction between ozone and S0, can be
demonstrated employing pulmonary funét1ona1 te
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 proponent
has demonstrated that SO, and 05 alone produce
similar bronchoconstrictfon and”that similar
mechanisms may be involved. If this is so, it
is possible that, under proper conditions, they
might interact to produce increased airway
resistance and other function changes.
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State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-25
March 24, 1981

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

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 Technology ($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 accep
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 Califarnia," 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 adminis-
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for
the research effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $177,648.

ts




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 b.(13
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. [1018-81
for funding in an amount not to exceed $177,648.

The rainfall of the South Coast Air Basin has

been shown to be acidic, i.e., to have a pH less
than 5.6, as a result of nitric and sulfuric acids
present in the atmosphere. The sulfuric and niitric
acid content of rainfall is specifically correlated
with atmospheric oxidant levels. Highest acidity, -
nitrate and sulfate concentrations are exhibited
during Tow precipitation intensity episodes.

In September 1978, the pH of an individual storm
event in Pasadena was 2.89, a value nearly 100
times more acidic than the unpalluted background
value. The South Coast Air Basin has the highest
annual number of days of heavy fog in the county.
This fact, in combination with the high levels| of
S0.,,, NOx, and oxidants in the South Coast Air Basin
megns that the potential for acidic das and dews
certainly exists in Southern California.

The objectives of this project are to: 1) determine
the composition of cloud droplets and submicro
aerosol during conditions of extreme acidity i
Los Angeles; 2) determine the relationship of pH
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.

3
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During this study airborne sampling will be carried
out during two week-long intensive periods ove

the South Coast Air Basin. Sampling will be done
during periods of high acidity, i.e., stratus
conditions, during periods of relative stagnatjion.
At the same time three surface-based sampling sites
will be operated to collect cloud water, mist and
rain water. One the three sites, at Caltech, will
be operated for a one-year period during periods of

fog, mist and light rain.
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Chemical analysis of the cloud and rain water and
aeroso] samples will performed in order to under-
stand the relationships between aerosols and
cloudwater chemistry. Mechanisms will be proposed
to explain the oxidation rates, pH levels, and
sulfate and nitrate levels found during this study.

This study will provide valuable information op the
oxidation of NOx and SO, and their incorporation into
cloud water. The propo§a1 work will increase our
understanding of the chemistry of formation of acid
precipitation and acidic aerosols in the atmosphere.

This information will assist the Board in develloping
strategies to reduce both acid precipitation and
atmospheric acidity to acceptable levels.




State of California
AIR RESOQURCES BOARD

Resolution g1-26

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 962-80 entitled, "A Study
of Components Influencing the Deterioration of Vehicle Emission Control
Systems," has been submitted by 0lson Engineering, Inc. to the Air
Resources Board; and

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

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

Proposal Number 962-80 entitled, "A Study of Components Influencing
the Deterioration of Vehicle Emission Control Systems,”

;ubm1tted 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 acc
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 Em1ss1on Contral Systems,"

gubmltted 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.

I certify that the above is a true

and correct copy of Resolution 81-26

epts

as passed by the Air Resources Board.

Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY
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ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY ;

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 b.14
DATE: March 26, 1981

Research Proposal 962-80 entitled, "A Study
of Components Influencing the Deterioration
of Vehicle Emission Control Systems."

Adopt Resolution 81-26, approving Research
Proposal 962-80 for funding in an amount
not to exceed $91,676.

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 investigation

of twenty ARB surveillance test vehicles that
are found to emit excessive emissions due to

unidentified or uncertain causes. The components

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 recommendations

regarding certification durability requirements
and identify important parameters for emission
surveillance and vehicle inspection programs.

A proposal submitted by Systems Control, Inc. we
previously recommended by the Research Screening
Committee and approved for funding by the Board
Resolution 81-7 dated January 30, 1981. SCI

subsequently requested additional funding due t¢
a misunderstanding concerning the scope of work
As a result, the competing proposals were re-

evaluated by the Research Screening Commitiee at

its March 20 meeting. After careful considerat]
and discussion, the Committee decided to withdrg
their prior recommendation of SCI and to recomme
to the Board the proposal submitted by Olson
Engineering, Inc. for funding.
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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 Sections 39700
through 39705; ,

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 931-77 entitled
"Changes in Lung Function and Chronic Exposure to Oxidants" has been
submjtted 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 rev1ewed and recommended this proposa]
for approvaT, and

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

Proposal Number 931-77 entitled "Changes in Lung Function and Chron
Exposure to Oxidants" submitted by the University of California at

Los Angeles and the American Lung Association of Los Angeles for an

amount not to exceed $400,000;

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

accepts the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and appro
the following:

Proposal Number 931-77 entitled "Changes in Lung Function and Chron
Exposure to Oxidants" submitted by the University of California at
Los Angeles and the American Lung Association of Los Angeles for an
amount not to exceed $400,000,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the res
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $400,000.
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I certify that the above is a true
and correct copy of Resolution 81-27
as passed by the Air Resources Board.

Sally Rump% %

BOARD SECRETARY




ITEM:

RECOMMENDAT LON:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-5-3 bi]5

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 Proposa al

No. 931-77 for funding in an amount not to exceed
$400,000.

There is a widely perceived need for informatio
on how long-term, even lifelong, exposure to a1
pollution affects the health of urban dwellers.

Studies to help address this need are d1ff1cu1t

- to design, organize, perform and interpret, and it

is difficult to attract funds for support, ow1nq to
the complicated and Tong-term nature of study |
protocols. ‘

Measurements of pulmonary funct1on parameters oﬁfer
the potential of greater sensitivity in early
detection of effects of chronic exposures, but are
expensive requiring active recruitment, test1ng$
and follow-up of large numbers of subjects. In|
such studies, lifestyle, occupat1on, and community
pollution factors can be obtained in the course

of a study and then accounted for in the analys1s
The preferred type of protocol is referred to as a
longitudinal study. ‘

. The longitudinal design is preferable in that tﬁe

parameters to be studied are obtained from the %ame
individual, by means of retests, over a period Tf

years.

This procedure allows careful control and study
accounting for commonly confounding variables. |Few
studies of this type have been done in the United

- States due to cost factors, complexity, and the

effort required.

This proposal requests funds for the continuation
and completion of an on- -gbing longitudinal pu]mdnary
function study. Fund1ng is to be derived in pant
from this agency and in maaor part from EPA. ‘

The initial phase of the study, previously called
"CORD", was funded by the National Institute of
Environmental Health Science to evaluate how




D

deterioration of lung function might differ among
four cavefully chosen census tracts from four

widely separated Southern California cities. The areas

were chosen to determine how various po]]utant |
exposures might be related to chronic obstructive
respiratory disease (CORD). Lancaster was chosen

to represent a Tow pollution city. The other cities
chosen, which experience differing combinations of
oxidant and/or other pollutants were Burbank, Long
Beach and Glendora. Approximately 15,000 subjects
were recruited for the baseline studies. These

were completed about 5 years ago. Complete lifestyle
information, residence location and medical infor-

- mation was collected on these subjects.

Complete pulmonary function characterization was
also done on the subjects employing an elaborate
mobile testing laboratory, the Breathmobile. The
3,000-4,000 subjects for each city were taken from
a single census tract near a SCAQMD air monitoring
station in or adjacent to that city.

The study team retested residents from Burbank and
Lancaster after a 5-year interval from the baseline
tests. The next steps, proposed here, require 3
retest of the Long Beach subjects first, followed
by Glendora, the highest oxidant city in the study.
‘This protoco! would complete the originally schedutled
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 tc provide dat
on chronic exposure to photochemical smog. Its
scale is well beyond what the ARB research program

is able to support alone. For it to be stopped when
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 compiete.
In summary, ARB's contribution in addition to EPA's
funds, will allow completion of study that is
potentially of great use te both the Board and EPA

in considering the adequacy of current standards‘for
photachemical oxidant and ozone.

[s7)




State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

 Resolution 81-28

May 4, 1981

WHEREAS, 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 ($124,955) to the Alr Resources Board
for a total amount not to exceed $249,958; and

WHEREAS, the Research Staff has reviewed and recommended this proposal; and

HEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for

funding:

Proposal Number 1032-83 entitled, "A Field Study of the Impact of J

Transport from the South Coast Air Basin on 0zona Levels in the

Soutneast Desert Air Basin", 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 '

WHEREAS, the Research staff and the Research Screening Committee recommer
- that separate contracts be awarded to Meteorology Research, Inc. and the
participating contractor in order to minimize the cost to the State,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Boakd pursuant to| -

the authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 35703, hereby
accepts the recommendation of the Researcnh Screening Committee and approy
the following:

'Proposai 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 lMeteoroloay 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

BE 'IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate admini
procedures and execute all necessary documentis and contracts individuall
each of the contractors for the research effort proposed in a total amo
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.

MW

Sa]]y Rumpi”
BOARD SECRETARY
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ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

~ SUMMARY :

-to both the High Desert and the Low Desert through

E
5

State of.Califarnia
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO.: Mail Ballot

DATE: May 4, 1981

Research Proposal No. 1032-83 entitied, "A Field
Study of the Impact of Transport from the South
Coast Air Basin on Ozone Levels in the Southeast
Desert Air Basin".

Adopt Resclution 81-28 appr0v1ng Research‘Proposa1
No. 1032-83 for funding in an amount not to exceed
$249,958.

Pollution from the South Coast Air Basin is transported

mountain passes and over the ridge 1ine 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 tracer
gas will be released at selected points in the South
Coast Air Basin and the Southeast Desert Air Basin. |
Air samples will be collected throughout the downwind
receptor areas of the Southeast Desert Air Basin and
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 permit
the achievement of the ambient air quality standard
for ozone in the adjacent receptor areas downwind aof
the South Coast Air Basin. :




State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-29
March 26, 1981

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

WHEREAS, a solicited research Proposal Number 963-80 entitled, "Components
Influencing the Deterioration of Vehicle Emission Control Systems" 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 Resources Board pursuant to the authority granted by Heal
and Safety Code Section 39703, accepted the recommendation of the Research
Screening Committee and adopted Resolution 81-7 dated January 30, 1981
approving the following:

Proposal Number 963-80 entitled "Components Influencing the Deteriorg-

tion of Vehicle Emission Control Systems" submitted by Systems Contrgd
Inc. for an amount not to exceed $84,982.

WHEREAS, subsequently Systems Control, Inc. reguested additional funding g
$13,461 because of a misunderstanding of the scope of work; and

WHEREAS, competing proposals have been reevaluated by the Research Screeni
Committee; and

WHEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed the vyarious proposa
and recommends another proposal for funding; and

WHEREAS, Systems Control, Inc. has been advised of the new recommendation;

WHEREAS, a contract had not been entered into between the Air Resources Bo
and Systems Control, Inc. for performance of Proposal 963-80.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board rescind
Resolution 81-7.
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ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM: 81-5-3 b.17
DATE: March 26, 19

Research Proposal 963-80 entitled, "A Study of Compone
Influencing the Deterioration of Vehicle Emission Cont
Systems."

Adopt Resolution 81-29, rescinding Resolution 81-7, wh
approved Proposal 963-80 for funding in an amount not
exceed $84,982.

This proposal, submitted by Systems Control, Inc., was
previously recommended by the Research Screen1ng Commi
and approved for funding by the Board in Resolution 81
dated January 31, 1981. SCI subsequently requested

additional fund1ng, apparently because of a misundersta

concerning the scope of work. As a result, the competi
proposals were re-evaluated by staff and by the Resear

Screening Committee. After careful consideration and_

discussion, the RSC decided to withdraw their prior

,recommendat1on of SCI and select the proposal submitte

Olson Engineering, Inc. for recommendation to the Air
Resources Board.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-30

March 26, 1981

WHERFEAS, Marjorie Evans served as a member of the Air Resources Board with
distinction from Qctober 1976 through January 1981;

]

WHEREAS, Marjoric’s keen judgment and high ideal of public service have
contributed greatly to the work of the Board;

WHEREAS, her commitment to clean and healthy air caused her to take a lead
role in developing the Board’s sulfur dioxide and sulfate ambient air quality standards
and resolving a regulatory impasse that had impeded geothermal development;

\
WHEREAS, she demonstrated hier special concern for the well-being of Northc}n
Californians by leading the Board into a successful campaign for the continuation of rail
commuter service on the San Francisco Peninsula as a means to reduce auto use;

WHEREAS, she worked vigorously and persistently to foster mutual respect and
understanding between business and community leaders and the members and stafl of
the Air Resources Board; and

WHEREAS, her broad understanding of scientific research and administrative Iu‘
provided vital assistance in the development of California’s air pollution regulatory progra

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Bourd extends
its deepest appreciation to Marjoric Evans, and expresses its thanks for her contribution
to California’s political and technological progress toward clean air.

ety

Mary 0. Nichals, Chmnw)man

l\?/ / ./’/Z’ /
__Z\< L7 ey f /vu”z z // é/ ~. /

LEaurenee 8. Caretio, l-’1'<'c~(‘lnz'1rm:m Alvin S. Gordon? Mem#ber

’ \
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Jt:.,.t’*ru's G Leathers, Member Claire T, Dulmlx Member
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State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-33

May 21, 1981
Agenda Item No: 81-10-2

—

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 Refineries. 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
particulate matter in excess of state and national ambient air
quality standards in several of the State's air basins;

d

14

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 techn1que, is reasonab]y
available control technology; e

[l
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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 Controtl
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-1ine
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 poliution control districts may consider adoptin
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 compieted 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 Resolution 81-33
as adopted by the Air Resources Board.

by Ao t?

[ IR0

Sally Rumpg’Board Secréﬁﬁry




1.

h background: the registration on a hydfotarbon ahéiyéer samprng at least _

. reactive organic fluid, or a seal fluid system ' o o ’

~ one or more photochem1ca11y react1ve organic compounds

Attachment A ' ‘7 S
State of California
- AIR RESQURCES BOARD

SUGGESTED CONTROL MEASURE FOR THE CONTROL OF EMISSIONS
OF PHOTOCHEMICALLY REACTIVE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS FROM SEALS ON PUMPS
AND COMPRESSORS IN REFINERIES

SCOPE

A This rule app11es to emissions of photochem1ca11y react1ve or-
ganic compounds from seals .on pumps and compressors and seal fluid

systems in petroleum refineries, -

B; This rule shall not apply to pumps handiiﬁg residual ¢il from -

an atmospheric pressure crude 511 still or to other 0ils with higher

boiling temperature ranges.

DEFINITIONS

one meter upwind from a device which is to be inspected.

" deviceﬁ a process pump Or COmpressor which handles é photochemically

leak: a gaseous emission which is from a dev1ce and wh1ch causes a - |
hydrocarbon ana]yzer used in accordance with sect1on v to reg1ster overJ
10,000 ppm, as hexane, ‘above background o B R

parts per million (me) as hexane: the reg1strat1on on a hydrocarbon

analyzer when the analyzer is used in accordance with section V.

photochemically reactive organic compound: any compound containing at f

least one atom of carbon, except: methane, carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide,

carbonic acid, metallic carbides, and carbonates. -

| Ehotochem1ca1ly‘react1ve oraanic fluid: a fluid (11qu1d or gas) contalnL ng

%



a pump equipped with a driver which has a power rat{ng

. , process pump:

larger than one horsepower.

seal fluid system: a system which ci'rculates a flm‘d through or between
seals OB process pumps or compressors. |

working day: any day except Saturdays, Sundays, and employee holidays.

111, _ REQUIREMENTS FOR INSPECTIONS OF DEVICES .

'« “A. The operator of a device shall inspélct' each seal on that device in
~ accordance with section V at least once during each calendar quarter. )
. Operator 1nspect1ons shall commence durinq the first calendar quarter

foliomng adoptwn of tms rule.

B The Air Po]]utwn Control Offlcer shaH be not1f1ed of the date of _ E

inspectwn of nach device at least 30 days in advance of that date.

- C. A'n d_evices with leaks present dum‘ng the scheduled inspectioh.sha]l

... be tagged or marked to be easily identifiable in the field.

'D.  Any leak found by the Air Pollution Control Officer within five

. ' wor'kmg days after the date described in subsection III B shall not
exceed a reg1strat1on of 75 000 ppm as hexane on a hydrocarbon ana]yzer' |
unless the device was tagged or marked as havmg a leak per subsectwn_ '

IIT C. Any leak so found shall be subject to Section IV of this rule.

E. The operator of a process pump which handles a photocﬁemicaﬂy' |
reactive organic fluid shall observe the seal once every week. The operatc}r

shall inspect ‘ln accordance with section V any seal from which 11quid is/

. 3 emerging.
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Iv.

REQUIREMENTS FOR LEAK ELIMINATION

'working-days after startup after the next brocess unit shutdown which
‘the date of the original leak detection.

'B. Procedures se} forth in sub-sections IV A ), and IV A 2.shall not

__ by the Air Pollution Control Officer to minimize the leak.

A. Except as provided by sub?sections IV.B and IV C, whenever a'leak is

detected by any person, the operator of the leaking device shall follow

the procedures set forth in sub-section IV A 1. or IV A 2., whichever |applies.

1. 1If the device haé'a,designated spare, or if existing piping allows

a portable spare device to be put into service without disrupting service, -

the leaking device shall be shut down within two working days,; and, if
necessary to stop leakage, iso]aied by valves. If thé'spare is put into
service, it shall be tested ﬁithin one workfng day of.its startup fér}
seal leakage fn accordahce withrséction V. If'the'spare'a]so has a leak,

neither the original dévice norithe épare sha11 be used after 15 working

~ days from the.original detection of a leak unless the leak has been eliminated.

2. If there is no designated spare device and no piping to allow

the use of a portable spare, the leak shall be eliminated within five

allows shutdown of the device, but in no case later than one year from

-

be required until December 31, 1986, for any pump which has a Teak
which causes a hydrocarbon analyzer registration less than 75,000 ppm
as hexane an'which is equipped with double seals or tandem seals and

an externally-supplied inter-seal flush operated in a manner deemed




‘ ;react1ve organ1c compounds per hour

Cduly 1, 1983, R o . R

~ than 10, 000 ppm as hexane, or o S ' - |

- L. 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 demonstrates
to the satlsfact1on of the Air Pollution Control Officer either: }

1. that w1thout the contribution to a hydrocarbon analyzer

registration of ethane and/or. any compound which is not a phota- ' {

chemically reactive organic compound, the registration would be less

2. that the dev1ce em1ts less than 0. 4 pound of photochem1ca11v

N

D. The provisions of this section IV sha]l‘become effective on

INSPECTION PROCEDURES |

A. An ipstrument used for inspecting:sea1s for'leakéAshalT respond

-according to the mass concentration of hydrocarbon compounds in air.

- 1t shall inspire sample gas at the rate of one liter per minute and

of one hydrocarbon compound in air at atmosphgric pressure.

shall be calibrated by sampling a reservgir of a known- concentration
The

hydracarbon compound shall be either hexane at_the approximate

~concentration 10’000 ppm by Qolume or another hydrocarbon at the

concentration wh1ch 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.



VI,

VII.

B. éampling of a seéal shall be performed one centimeter from the-out

end of the shaft/seal interface.

- €. Sampling of a vent shall be pérfonned in the plane of the vent

opening &t the centroid.

D. The following modifications shall be made as necesséry to make
samp]1ng of emissions from devices feasible and safe
1. Holes shall be cut in safety guards or. screens blocking

access to the sample po1nt or

2. @ permanent samp11ng tube of at 1east 3/16 inch 1n51de

diameter shall be installed one centxmeter from the outer end of

the shaft/sea1 interface. The downsteeam end of the samp]1ng

| tube shall coup]e with 1/4 1nch tub1ng

RECORDING REQUIREMENTS

* The operator of devices or seal f1u1d systems shall ma1nta1n

records enabling the Air Po]]ut1on Control officer to identify

all 1eak1ng devwces and non-comp]ylng f1u1d systems and to

determine the dates of discovery and the schedules for leak

reductions. Tﬁe records shall be kept for a length of time speéifiec

by the Air Pollution Control Officer.

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




State of California
AIR RESQURCES 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

Comment: No significant environmental issues were identified at the
hear1ng or by the staff.

‘Response: N/A

Certified: @(// /ém//ﬁ

Board Secrepdry

Date: _Agigég?éQ/CJp;/

ey

AUG 21 1987
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© State of California

Memorandum

)

From

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

Decision of the Aj
Resources Board

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.

vy,

_ Z(f?{ ;
Sally Rdmp 6ffj

Board Secretary

attachments:
Resolution 81-33

. RECEIVE
Office of the gegfvet.q

AUG 9 1 1981

Mesaurces Agency of Califomia
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State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD
Resolution No. 8134

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 the
Health and Safety Code, the Air Pollution Control Subvention Program with sucq‘
funds as may be appropriated to it for the purposes of said Chapter;

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39800 through 39811 establish the
framework and requirements of the Air Pollution Subvention Programs;

WHEREAS, the Board has previously adopted regulations implementing the
subvention program in Sections 90100 through 90500 of Title 17, California
Administrative Code;

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 1473 (Statutes 1980, Ch. 176) effective January |, 1981,
amended Health and Safety Code Section 39806 to delete the requirements that in
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 of
criteria for the evaluation of local air pollution district programs;

WHEREAS, Section 90115 of Title 17, California Administrative Code provides for|
classification of districts by category pursuant to Section 90100(e), adoption of
program objectives ("evaluation criteria") appropriate for such categories, and
annual consideration of revisions to the classifications and criteria;

WHEREAS, ARB staff have cooperated with district staff and the California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association in preparing recommended evaluation criteria
for the 1981-82 fiscal year;

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 (I
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 ehmmatmg the requirements for submittal o
interim reports; (4) make various minor technical changes; and (5) to establlsh
evaluation criteria and classifications for the 1981-82 fiscal year; }

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the regulations set forth in attachments A, B, and
would have no significant adverse environmental impacts and, therefore, no

alternatives and/or mitigation measures are required; and |

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been held m
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 itJ
regulations in Subchapter 3, Chapter |, Part 111, Title 17, California Admxmstratlvq
Code (Sections 90100 through 90500) as set forth in Attachment B hereto;

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 in
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 t
establish a joint committee to recommend refinements of the subvention evaluatio:
criteria and program evaluation procedures; such recommendations shall be
considered by the Board for incorporation into the subvention regulations beginnin,
fiscal year 1982-83.

1 certify that the above is a true and

correct copy of Resolution 81-34 as
adopted by the Air Resources Board.

ally Rump/’

Board Secretary




ATTACHMENT A

DISTRICT SUBVENTION CATEGORIES

ADOPTED: APRIL 23, 198!

CATEGORY ]

- Large Urban

SCAQMD
BAAQMD
San Diego

CATEGORY II

Small Urban

Ventura
Fresno
Monterey
Kern

San Joaquin
Santa Barbara
Stanislaus
Sacramento

CATGORY Il

Rural
Great Basin Siskiyou
Lake San Luis Obispo
Amador Imperial
Calaveras Butte
El Dorado Colusa
Mariposa ‘ - Glenn
Nevada ' Sutter
Placer Tehama
Plumas Yolo-Solano
Sierra Yuba : :
Tuolumne . San Bernardino (SEDAB portion only) -
Del Norte Los Angeles (SEDAB portion only)
Humboldt Kings - - :
Mendocino : - Madera '
Northern Sonoma | Merced
Trinity Tulare
Lassen - Shasta

Modoc




ATTACHMENT B

Subchaoter.B. SUBVENTIONS
Article 1. - GENERAL PROVISIONS

90100. Definitions. (a) "Air Basin" means a region within
California as defined in AFfic]e 1 {commencing with Sectﬁon.SOlOO),-
Subchapter 1 of this Chapter. |

(b) "Air pollution control program" means the aggreqafe of all of
the activities within a district‘of in support of a district's effort to
control air pd]1ution and to fﬁ]fi]] its obligations under the law.

(c) ”Boérd“ means the State Air Resources Board,-ar any person
authorized to act in its behalf.

(d) "Basinwide air pollution control plan" means the plan prepared
and submitted by the control council of each‘air basin, or, whére one
distréct includes an entire air basin, by éuch district, as approved by
the Air Resources Board pursuant to Section 41600,\41500,_0E 41602 of the
Health and Safety Code. | -

(e)- "Category" means a level in which a district will ée c]asgified

for the purpose of establishing pregram ebjestiwes evaluation criteria.

Criteria considered in determining the classification of

districts will ﬁnc?ude: urban or rural nature of the district,

popuiation, emissions, violations of ambient air guality standards, size
of the dﬁstrﬁct program, and subvention funding Tevels.

The cateéories for districts are:

f]) "Large urban district”;

(2) ."Sma]1 urban district";

(3) “Rural district".

() “Control Council® means a basﬁnwide air pollution contral
council established pursuant to Sectibn 490900 of the Health and Safety

Code.




{g) "Disbursement Request" means @ document, submitted in a'Format 

approved by the Executive Dfficer, which may be submitted prior to the

subvention application by the district and which contains the information

required in a subvention application except for an approved budget for

the vear for which the subvention is-approved.

£g} (h)  "District" means a county air pollution control district,

regional air pollution control district, unified air ﬁo]]ution control

district, the Bay Area Air Pellutier Gemtred Quality Ménagemen; District,

or the South Coast Air Quality Management ﬁ{stkict as provided for ih

Section 40200 and 40410, respectively, of the Health and Safetx Cdde.‘
“$43(i)  “"Dollars budgeted® meahs monies derived from revenue

sgurces within a district for use in the district's air pollution control

" program as Shown in the district's adopted buﬁget and subvention

Yy
-

application.
£43(3) "Executive Officer" means the Executive Officer of the Air
Resources Board. |
£33 (k) "Fiscal year" means the 12-month period from July 1 of one
year through June 30 of the following year.
' (k}ill ‘"Imp1ementationvprogram“ meanS‘a_districf's program to
imp]emént the basinwide air po]]utioh control plan.
¢43(m)  "Quarter" me%ns any three month period ending March 3f,
June- 30, September 30, or December 31. .
| ¢m3(n} "Quorum" means
(1) more than one-half of the total membership; or
(2) OHE?han of -the total membershinfif a]%rthe districts in
the basin have agréed by formal feso1utidn to abide by the actions of
such a quorum; such resolutions may specify that such actions must be

unanimous.




ta3lo) “SB 90 population data" means population data, as of
January 1 of tHe-fiscé1 year nrecediﬁg the subvention year,.compi1ed by.
the Department of Finance in compliance with Section 2227'of the Revenue
and Taxation Code.

te{p) "Subvention®" means funds grénted to a districflby 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 bo]lution
control program.

fp3(q) "Subvention aﬁp]ication" means an application received or

postmarked between May 1 of the precéding 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 airvpo1]ution

control board and shall include a copy of the approved budget. The

amount of subvention requested in an application shall be based on SB 90

population data.

£g3{r) "Subvention year" means the fiscal year for which a

subvention is to apply.

90110. Types of Subventidnég (a) "Coordinated subvention" means a

subvention authorized by Section 39802 of the Health and Safety Code;
such a subvehtion may be granted to a district pérticipating in a coordis
nated basinwide program as descrjbed in Section 90120 of these regula-
'tions.: A coordinated subvention hay be granted to a qualifying district
on a _matching fund basis up to one subveﬁtion do1}ar‘($1) for éach one
do]]a% ($1) budgeted by the district. The amount of a coordinated sub-
vention shall not be less than eighteen thousand do]]aré_($18,000) for

any district, if the distr{ct provides the required matching funds and




insofar. as adeqguate funds are available, and shall not exceéd the amount .
authori zed by Section 398072 of the_Hea]th and Safety Code unless that
- amount is increased by the Executive Officer on behalf of the Board after
receiving written approval of the gﬁeater-amount_from the'Director of
Finance pursuant to Section'39805'of the Health and SafefyACode;‘

(b} *"Individual subvention“'méihs a subvention authorized by Section

39803 of the Health and Safety Code; an individual suerntionImay ba

granted to each qualifying district on a matching fund_basis of up tértwc
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
authorized by Section 39803 of the Health and Safety Code; unless tﬁat
amount is increased by‘fhe'Executive Officer on beha]f of fhe‘Board after
recejving written approval of the greater amount from the Director of

Finance pursuant to Section 39805 of the Health and Safety Code.

(c) "Special subvention” means a subvention authorized by Section
39804 of the Health and Safety Code; such a subvehtion may be g¢granted fo
~a district participating in a coordinated basinwide prdgram as. described
in Section‘90120 of these regulatians and lying in an air basin whose
popu]gtion is less than 98,000, if for 1975-76 and subseguent fiscal
years, the dollars budgeted by each district in the air basin are egual
to or greater than the a@ount specified in Section 39804 bf the Health
and Safety Code. " If the $45;000 fundinq 1imit-sbecif§ed inVSection 39804
of.the Health and Safety Code is increased pursuant to Section 39805 of

the Health and Safety Code, the local per capita funds budgeted by the




district must be increased by the same proportion. The sum of the
special subventions to be granted, for said fiscaT years, to all of the
districts in an air basin will not exceed the difference between the

maximum amount authorized by Sectidn®39804 of the Health and Safety Code)
- : |

unless that amount is increased by the Executive Officer on behalf of the
Board after receiving written approQa] of the greater amount from the

Director of Firance pursuant to Sectioﬁ 39805 of the Health and Safety'
Code, and the rate authorized in Section 39804 of the Health and Safety | -

Code muitiplied by the basin population. The sum of the special subven-

tions to be granted to the districts in an air basin shall be prorated
. . . -l !
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 district may receive a
supplemental subvention on a matching fund basis of up to one subvention

dollar ($1) for each one dollar (§1) budgeted by the district. Dollars

budgeted by the district which are needed to qualify for & coo%dinated,
ihdividua1; or special subvention, may not be used tQ gualify for a sup-
plemental subvention. A supplemental subvention~shaﬁ1 not be approved |
for any district which has not, for the same fiscal year, been granted a

coordinated, individual, or special subvention.

90115. Program Bbieetives Evaluation Criteria. The Board -shall

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 pregram ebjeetives apprepriate fer

syeh eategories which shall constitute the definition of aetive and K

effective p?egvam pdrsdart te Seetigp 39806 oF the Health amd Safeiy Gedd

evaluation criteria for each category which are appropriate to determine,
. 3 1

in accordance with Section 39806 of the Health and Safety_Eode, whether



districts are engaged 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
proposing recommendations, the Board shall hold a public hearing annually|’
in the.first quarter of thé calendar vear to consider revisions of the .

district classifications and pregram ebjeetdives evaluation criteria,- The

district classifications are set forth in the Air Resources Board's

"District Subvention Cétegories" adopted on April 23, 198}. The

evaluation criteria are set forth in the Air Resources Board's

"Evaluation Criteria for Air Pollution Control Districts Participatinq in

the Subvention Proagram” adopted on Aoni1 23, 19871,

80120. Coordinated Basinwide Program. A district satisfying

either of the following conditions will be'cdnsidered to be participating

in a coordinated: basinwide program, ﬁrovided that when a district lies in

more than one air basin, only the portion(s} of the'diSfrict thch Satis_
fies either of these conditions shall be considered to be participating
in such-a program.
| (a) A district which includes an entire air basin.
- (b) Two or more districts which together include an entire air
basin, and which meet the f0110wing.requifements: |

(1) The rulés and reguTattens éxcept for administrétive proce-
dures are uniform among all distfiéfg and are consistent with the ap-

proved nonattainment plan for each district's area. For any air basin




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,‘eqﬂiva1ent rules and regulations means rules and regula-

tions which effect the same degree of control. In estab]ishing such
zones, the control council shall consider topography, meteoré]ogy, popu-
lation distribution, and aijr qﬁa]ity; |
(2) The control council shall meet as often as necessafy for
the transaction of business, but not tess than»once'per quarter excépt as
provided for below. - The control council of any air basin consisting
solely of districts in the rural category may esfab1iéh ah-equiya]ent
procedure for basinwide cénsideration of policy matters and shall meet
within 30 days after it has been reqﬁestéd fo meet'by the Executive
Officer or by a member of the council, For the purposes of this
Subdivision a quorum must be present in-order to constitute a meeting;
copies of the minutes of each meetihg shall be submftted to the Executive
Officer within 30 days after the datévof the-meetingg and
" {3) The districts shall be parties to one jdint POWErs
agreement or other enforceable agreement acceptable to the Executive
Officer. The agreement shaf] speéificaily provide for the following:
(A) The sharing of qua]ifiéd air pollution personnel and
equipment in a manner which resu]t;_in the effective use of the basinwide

b3

resources and ensures that all districts in the air basin will maintain

4R aetive and effeetdive a program satisfying the app1icqb1e evaluation

criteria pregram ebjeetives;

3
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(B) Interdistrict coordination of activities including
enforcement; air monitoring; engineering; and, if required by the State .
Imp]emgntation Plan, traffic and land use planning; and

(C) Implementation of the State Air Pollution Emergency

Plan, where app]ica51e.

Article 2.  APPLICATION PROCEDURES

90200. (a) Subvention Application; An application for subvention

shall be submitted to the Executive Officer on forms approved by the

. Executive Officér,'with a.resolution or minute order from the district's

air pollution control board authorizing such application. -.

(1) A subvention application shall include a descriptfon'of tder
distribt's adopted budget‘and progkam.-and the program ebjeet%vés‘aéea#qé :
PHFSHARE €e Seetien 9944§ for the subventien year |

(2) Estimates of the subvention to which the district is
entitled shall be based on SB 90 population data. | ‘

(3) The Executive Officer shall apprave or disapprove all w
complete app11cations'by November 15, Approval shall only be granted
insofar as funds are available. |

(4) In the event that the total subventicns requested exceed
the total allocation that is avaiWabﬁe, the Executive Officer shal}l
prorate the funds'available among all the districté. |

(5) A district submitting a subvention application for a
Coordinéted or a special subvention shall, when such a district is in ap
air basin comprising»two or more”diétricts,'suﬁmit a copy of fts

application to the control council.




(b) An application for a supplemental subvention shall contain the

following information:

{1) The proposed expenditures related to the sipplemental

subvention; if application is made at the time the district is aﬁp]ying

for its regular subvention, whieh the proposed expenditures shall be

shown on the district's propased budget for the subvention year;
{2) A detailed explanation of the purpose of ths requested
supplemental subvention, and the benefits which are expected to result;

and

(3) The length of time required to complete the work-proposed,

and the total cost of the project.

90208, Accomplishing Objectives. If a district receiving a

5ubvenejon determines that it wil]-be'unable to accomplish the'app1ﬁcab1e

. ebjeetives evaluation criteria adopted pursuant to Section 90115 the
district shall so notify the Executive Officer in writing within 30 days |

after it makes such determination,

90210, Application Revision. A distfict 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 app1icatibns,

including revisions, within 30 days.
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90310, Factors to be Considered in the Review of Applications for

Coordinated, Individual, and Specia1ISubventions, The primary factor to
be considered in the review of an application for a coordinated, indivi-
dual, or special subvention is the district's attaimment ef pperation of

a program meeting the applicable ebjectives evaluation criferia adopted.

" pursuant to Section 90115,

96320. © Factors to be Considered in the Review of Applications for

Supplemental Subventions. An application for a supplemental subvention

will be evaluated and ranked according to priority by the Executivg
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 for

a coordinated, individual, or special subvention may be disapproved by

the Executive Officer if after consulting with the district it is found
that:

{1) The district does not propose a program sufficient to meet

the applitab1e ebjeetives evaluation criteria adopted. pursuant to Sectiof

90115; or
(2) The distriét‘is not operating a program sufficient to

attain meet the applicable ebjectives evaluation criteria adopteq

pursuant to Section 90115.
(b) If an application is disapproved, the Executive Officer shall
state the reason(s) in writing to the district within 15 days of the

disapproval.

‘ .
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(c) Districts may appga] Executive Officer éctinn taken pursuant to
© this section;in accordance with Section 90500,

{d) The;Executive Officer shall not approve an app]icétion'fcr a spee+sd
coordinated édbvention uniess the joint powers agreemenf or other enforce-

able agreement required pursuant to Section 90120(b)(3) has been receijved.

90360. Disbursement of Funds. Fach subvention is to be disbursed

in accordance with the fol]owihq:
) (a) Upon annual appropriation by the Legislature, the Executive

Officer shall request the State Controller to disburse one.ha1f (1/2) of
the appropriate subvehtion as estimated by the Executive Officer.

£b3 ‘DistFiets edassified as edther eategery 1 or categoery 2 _
districts wnder Sestien 00300{v) shalls by Jamuary }5; of the subvemtien
yea¥r; submit 2R 3interim reperi eovering fhe peried frem Qu4y 1 through
NévemﬁeF 38 of the sdbvertism year and by August 155 ﬁel%ewing £he
subvertion yeapf shadl submit a £inal repert fer the remainrder ef ihe

year,

(b) Districts which are unable to submit a complete subvention ap-

plication to the ARB by June 30 of a given year may_submit a,disbursemenf

request by June 30 of the same year. Upon apbrova] of the Executivé'

Officer, he or she sha}] request disbursement as‘dggcribed in Section

90360(a).

(c) Districts elassified as categery-3 districks shall submit by
August 15 following the subvention year, a final report covering the .

subvention year.
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(d)". Six months after Legislative appropriation, the Exeeutive Offiger
ARB shall request the State Controller to disburse the remainder of the
approved subvention unless, after review of the district's program, the

Executive Officer finds that the district is not engaged in a program- to

meet the ;ppliCab1e ebjectives evaluation criteria adopted pursuant to
.Section 90115, for reasons tﬁat‘are not expected'to be easi}y resoTved,
and 1nvbkes thé provisions of Articfe'4 of this Subchapter.

(e) A1l subvention funds_not expénded ar encumbéred by the district
during the subvention year shall be_ﬁexufned to the Air Resources Board
and such funds shall revert to the State Genera! Fund.

(f) A county district shall maintain a separate account for
_receipts, expehditures, and funding of the district in dccordance with

accounting procedures acceptable to the State Controller's Office.

Article 4, . WITHHOLDING AND RECQVERY OF SUBVENTIONS AND BOARD OPERATION.
OF DISTRICT PROGRAMS - .

90400. Withholding and Recovery of Funds. (a) The Executive

Officer may review the progkams and expenditures of each distriet
receiving a subvention under the provisions of this SuBchapter. If-sdch |
a review disc}oses that the dollars-budgeted or'the subvention»moneys
granted are not being expended substantially in éccdrdancé with the

' app]icatioh on which the subvention was based, or that the‘disfrict is

‘not engaged in a program to attain meet the applicable ebjeetives

evaluation criteria adopted pursuant to Section 90115, the Executive

Officer may,afte? hearing,take any or all of the following actions:
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(]) Cease all or part of any further payments of the current

fiscal year' s subvent1on,

© (2)  Withhold all or part of any future subventions; and

(3) Bring a leqal act1on against the’ d1str1ct to recovar monies

disbursed for that fiscal year.

(b) The Executive Officer may reduce a coordinated,subventién or a

special subvention to an 1nd1v1dua1 subvention if it is found that the

"
w

provisions of Section 90120 for a coordinated bas1nw1de program are no

lTonger being carr1ed out.

(c) Action by the Execytive 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 uou]d otherwise be subvened to a d1str1ct, and such other
monies as may be ava11ab1e, to carry out a district's air pollution
control 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 dﬂterm1ned pursuant to Sections 39806,
41500 or 41502 of the Health and Safety Code that the dTStT]Ct s not

engaged in a program to meet the applicable ebiestive eva]uatwon criteria

adopted pursuant to Section 90115.
(b) If the Board has performed services for a district, funds to
def ray the cost of such services may be deducted from subseguent

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 district may be billed for such services. In

no event shall the charge for such services exceed the district's

approved subvention.

" Article 5. APPEALS

90500.  Appeal Procedures. ({a) Review of any decision of the

Exeﬁutive Of ficer made pursuant to the provisions of this Subchapter'may_-
be reqﬁested by filing a petition with the Board within thirty {30} days
of the date uoon which the district was notified of such'decfsion.

{b) The Board shall hold a public hearing at its first regulér]y
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 sha11.be given to the
district and to the appropriate control council at Teast forty~five-(45)-

- days Beforé such a public-hearing. | |
(d) The Executive Officer, district‘representétives, and apy
intergsted persons may comment on the district's appeal at such a public

hearing,




NOTE: Evaluation criteria for emission inventory elements have two options

EVALUATION CRITERION A{l) EMISSION INVENTOQY

- ATTACHMENT C

EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR AIR POLLUTION
CONTROL DISTRICTS PARITICIPATING IN THE SUBVENTION PROGRAM
ADOPTED APRYL 23, 1981

BASIC AND DETAILED ‘ELE‘.t\.lE,N'I'S1

available to the Districts. Evaluation Criterion A (l) was developed
through the Emissions Inventory Technical Advisory Committee and
Evaluation Criterion A (2) is similar to last year's program objectives.
For FY 1981-82, Districts may choose either criteria under which to
operate their emission inventory programs. Whichever criteria the
District selects, the District :all operate an em1ssmns inventory under
that element for the entire year. '

BASIC ELEMENTS:

1

Assist the State in fulfilling federal requirements for emission data and in
maintaining a current, accurate, comprehenswe inventory of all pollutant
subject to state or federal regulation. '

wn

Update the District's point source inventory? to reflect those significant

2,

emission changes which:

a}  Contribute to rsasonable further progress (RFF) toward attaunment of
ambient air quality standards; .

b} Document District activities to reassess emissions from point sources
(such as source inspecticns, engineering evaluations, or source tests)

c) Are required by 45 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, a
change from one-shift to two-shift operation or a change in energy
consumption);

f) Result from a rule change or permit condition.

: Basic Elements apply to all Districts. Detailed Elements apply to Large Urban
) and Smzll Urban Districts only unless otherwise noted.

Thne point source inventory includes data for all facilities that emit more th:v
25 tons per year of TSP, TOG, SOx, or NOx; 250 tcas per year of CO; or 5 ton
per vear of lead, Individual emission points within a facility are tc be identifieq
separately if they emit more than 25 tons per year of lead. Smaller emissior
points may be aggrezated within a source. category {e.g., same source
classification code.)

IJI-J

i




Undated information to repres-.it calendar year 1981 shall be provided to ’\RR by
ayl 1982,

Turnaround documents for updating point source data, similar to those developed for
the [979 inventory, will be available for District use. Districts operatmg their ox#n
data systems may submit 1981 update data in EIS/P&R format or in any alternative
format that the ARB and the District mutually agree upon.’

DETAILED ELEMENT

- Assist the State to update area source emission estimates to reflect emissions lin
1981 for area source categories where estimated emissions changed from pripr .
estimates by either 100 tons per year or 0.5% of the county- wme emissions for edq:h '
pollutant. The changes may result from: '

1) New controls implemented

2) New or better District information.
Updated data and documentation shall-be provided to the ARB by June Ly 1982
Alternative criteria may be used provided ARB agrees they are adequate for
fulfilling the inventory update goals. One alternative that is acceptable is to update

area source emission estimates for source categories whose emissions exceed either
1G0 tons per year or one percent of the county-wide emissions for each pollutant.

. rt

Turnaround documents for updating area source data will be available for Distric
use.

SPECIAL APPLICATION:

This detailed element also applies to those rural Districts within nonattainmerit
areas. o

EVALUATION CRITERION A(2) - EMISSION INVENTORY
BASIC ELEMENTS:
I. Assist the state in fulfilling federal rquiremehts for emission data and ih

maintaining a current, accurate, comprehensive mVentory of all pollutants
-subject to state or federal regulation.

2. Review and update inventory data for all facilities within the Districti‘s
jurisdiction that emit more than 25 tons per year of TSP, TOG, SO\c, or i\\bq
250 tons per year of CQj or 5 tons per year of lead. Individual emission sourczes
within the facility shall be separately identified if they emit more than 25 tcn:{:.
per year of TSP, TOG, 50x, or NOx; 250 tons per year of CQO; or 5 tons per yeat
of lead. Smaller sources at a facnhty may be aggregated within a}



source category {e.g., same Source Ciasm ication Code) Updated information -
to represent calendar year 1981 shall be provided to the ARB by May I, 1982,

a)  emissions from the facility change'from the most recently submitted defa
by more than 5% and by more than 5 tons per year; or

b) separate:v identified sources have a change in status {e.g., change in
compliance; begin or cease operation).
DETAILED ELEMENT:
Assist the state in the update of area source emission estimates to reilect emissions
for 1981 where emissions in a category have changed by more than 5% and by more
than 5 tons per year as a result of:
‘a)  controls implemented in 1981; or

b) availability of better District information.

Updated data and documentation for District estimates should be provided to
the ARB by Junel, 1982. :

o

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.

[¢2

SPECIAL APPLICATION:

This detailed element also applies to those rural Districts within the no_nattainmenr
areas. )

EVALUATION CRITERION B - STATIONARY SOURCE CONTR‘OVLS
DETAILED ELEMENTS:

1. For rules required by the 1979 NAP, track the development of suggested controf
measures so that public hearings can be scheduled for the District to consider
adoption of rules to implement such measures without duphcatmg the work
done tc develop the measures,

2, Within 120 days after the ARB has transmitted to the District a suggested
~ 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 to
attain a National Ambient Air Quality Standard or as part of an SIP revision.




SPECIAL APPLICATION:

Detailed Element | also applies to the following rural Districts: El Dorado, Imperial,
Kings, Los Angeles, Madera, Merced, Placer, San Bernardmo, San Luis Obispo,
Tulare, and Yolo Solano.

Detailed Element 2 also applies to the following rural Districts: El Dorado, Kings,
Los Angeles, Madera, Merced, Placer, San Bernardino, Tulare, and Yolo-5olano.

3. (For Districts in air basins having control councils and covered by ! and/or 2),
the District will take action as may be necessary to ensure that the Control
Council has had an opportunity to consider rules covered by Detailed Elements |
and 2 so that the Council's position can be consxdered at the District's pubhc_
hearings,

4. During the 1981-32 f15ca1 year, inspect bulk plants once and terminals located jn

the District at least twice, and during the 1981-82 fiscal year the District will

observe bulk drops equivalent to 5% of the total number (or an alternative
which is acceptable to ARB) of Stage 1 mstailanons on underground storage
tanks once on a “andom selection basis.

5. Durir the 1981-82 fiscal year, the District will inspect all stations where
comp:aints indicate some sort of malfunction, reinspect those stations where
malfunctions or poor maintenance were detected, and other stations on a
random basis. The total number of inspections shall equal at least 25% of the
station population for the District, :

SPECIAL APPLICATION:

Detailed Element 4 unplies to the following rural Distncts. Kings, Madera, Merced,
Placer, San Luis Obispo, Tulare, and Yolo-Solano. :

Detailed Element 5 applies to the following rural Districtss Kings, Madera, Merced,

Tulare, and Yolo-Solano. It does not apply to the Small Urban Monterey Bay Umfxed
APCD.

EVALUATION CRITERION C - AIR QUALITY MONITORING
BASIC ELEMENTS:

. Districts that operate any.station designated by the ARB as a proposed State
and Local Air Monitoring Station (SLAMS) shall have an air monitoring program
plan which includes procedures and time tables for implementing federal
monitoring, quality assurance, and data reporting regulations (40 CFR Part 58,
May 10, 1979).




DETAILED ELEMENTS: SPECIAL APPLICATION:

Detailed elements |, 2, and 3 apply to the large urban Districts only.

1
ie

Z'

SPECIAL APPLICATION:

Detailed elements 4 and 5 apply only to those small urban and rural Districts that
operate air monitoring analyzers and samplers.

&,

Submit to the ARB monthly for all air monitoring sites at which air monitoring

has ceen conducted for a consecutive period of three months or longer, ali .

gaseous, tape sampled p:¢oticulate (AISI), and high volume sampled total
suspended particulate matter air monitoring data either: (1) on forms prescrlbed
by the ARB with:n 2l days after the end of the month in which the data w<7e
collected, or (2) on computer magnetic tape or key punch cards with computer
printout sheets within 45 days after the end of the month in a format approved
by the ARB. "Variable" and "Method" codes, and site identification codes shall
conform to the ARB's latest codes. Notwithstanding the foregoing, submit to
the ARD data for lead, sulfate, and nitrate, and for organic analyses of high
volume filters within 45 days after the end of each month in which the data
were collected, in the format and using the codes specified above.

Documentation.of Nondistrict Monitoring

Advise the ARB in writing on a quarterly basis of known air quality surveillance
operations conducted within the District's jurisdiction by parties other than the
District or the ARB. This information should include the name and address o
the party or parties conducting such monitoring and the nature of the

monitoring project. ' - '

P

In accordance with the timetable established in the District's monitoring plan,
meet all federal requirements for a "reporting organization" as defined in 40
CFR Part 58, and submit to the ARB and the EPA quarterly and annual reports
for precision and accuracy estimates for all ambient air quality data.

—+

Participate in the ARB's performance audit program for selected pollutants a
selected sites. Such audits shall be scheduled with District concurrence tp
assure minimal disruption of the District's engoing monitoring activities.

Conduct an annual review of SLAMS, National Air Monitoring Station (NAMS
and Special Purpose Monitoring (SPM) monitoring programs and, with AR
concurrence, make the necessary changes to the SLAMS momtormg progran
(including site upgrade or relocation) to meet the ongoing monitorin
requirements of the SIP. :

U'*DL.UG'

|
Conduct all activities, including collocated high-volume samyiing, bi-weekl
precision tests, as are necessary and required to determine and report individuaE '
analyzer and sampler precision estimates, and agency precision estimates fo

~ 2ach criteria pollutant measured under the SLAMS/NAMS network. Prepar

and sudbmit ta the ARB quarterly and annual reports for data precision.




s'.

5. Participate in the ARB's performance audlt program at all DlStt"lCt oper ted
SLAMS and NAMS. :

EVALUATION CRITERION D - ATTAINMENT PLANNING

BASIC ELEMENTS:

Participate in the development, adoption, and imple'mentatic_)n of air quality pl\ans
required to achieve and maintain state and federal ambient air quality standards. \

DETAILED ELEMENTS: _ ' _ L\
. Complete those technical work products necessary for an approvable 1982 N

(i.e., emission inventory and projections, air quality analyses, air qual\;ty
monitoring, stationary and area source Control measures).

2. Work with the appropriate local and state a'genc;es to develop those.
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 i, 1982 the

second annual report on NAP implementation of maintenance of Reasonable
Further Progress.

EV‘RLUATIO\I CRITERION E - PREVENTION OF = L:\‘IFICANT DETE‘{ OR.‘XT”J[‘ o

BASIC ELEMENT:

Consider adoption of the New Scurce Review/Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (NSR/PSD) rule being jointly developed by ARB dnd \,APCOA as|a
Suggested Control Measure.

EVALUATION CRITERION F - California Enwronmental Quality Act {CEQA)

REVIEWS

BASIC ELEMENT:

Review and comment upon the air quality impacts of proposed major private and
public projects in accordance with the (CEQA) to the extent resources are Luaxiab e
to the District. '
DETAILED ELEMENTS:

in cooperation with ARD stafk

i, Continue to mvest;gate simplication of the process for preparing air quality
impact analysis in CEQA statements;



2.  Review for and urge consistency between proposed project and adopted NAP; and
3. Recommend and urge emissions and air quality mitigation when needed.

EVALUATION CRITERION G - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT/_PARTICIPF\TION

BASIC ELEMENT:

Encourage and  provide for public involveme: . larticipation in developiry and
implementing District policies and programs,

DETAILED ELEMENTS:

. Solicit active public involvement in the development of rules and regulations
and in the development, adoption, and implementation of the NAP.

2. Establish and/or maintain a program to inform citizens of the extent and natufe
of the aijr pollunon problem in the District, '




State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

Response to Significant Environmental .Issues

[tein: -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 Classq—
fications for the 1931-82 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 1dent1f1ed no
adverse environmental 1s<ues

Response: N/A

CERTIFIED:

-oard Secygta Y

Date: 2R, S35

RECEIVED BY
Office of the Secretary

JUN 2 « 1981

Resources Agency of Californio
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? State of California

Memorandum

' . : Huey D. Johnson _ Date  : June 22, 1981
: Secretary
Resources Agency ‘ ' Subject: Filing of Notice of

Decision of the Air
Resources Board

"from : Air Resources Board

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007({b), and in compliance with
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the
Pubiic Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby farwards
. for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en- |
: vironmental comments raised during the comment period.
s '

-’ A g
ekl d L et Lt H2

gé]?y Rumpi ¥
BOARD SECRETARY '

att. Res. 81-11

RECEIVED BY
Office of the Secretary

SN s e 198

Resources Agency of Caiifornia




State of California
AIR RESOQURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-35
April 23, 1981

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been directed ta 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:

Propasal Number 1027-82 entitled, "A Characterization of Hazardous

and Toxic Waste Materials Disposed of in California," submitted by th
Science Applications, Inc. for an amount not to exceed $199,903.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board pursuant to

[14

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 1027-82 entitled, "A Characterization of Hazardous an
Toxic Waste Materials Disposed of in California," submitted by the Sc
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
fence

I certify that the above is a true

and correct copy of Resolution
as passed by the Air Resources

81-35

Board, .

Y p
BOARD SECRETARY



State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

. ITEM NO.: 81-6-3b1|
DATE: April 22, 1981

ITEM: Research Proposal No. 1027-82 entitled, "A Characterizaﬁion
of Hazardous and Toxic Waste Materials Disposed of in |
California".

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution 81-35 approving Research Proposal
No. 1027-82 for funding in an amount not to exceed $199,903.

SUMMARY : Disposal of hazardous and toxic waste materials, whether
at the site where they are generated or at a centralized
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 quantity
of these wastes. Accordingly, the staff, in consultation
with representatives of the Water Resources Control Board
the Solid Waste ManagementrBoard, the Department of Water
Resources and Health/Services and the Office of Appropriate
Technology, prepared a Request for Proposals for a study| to
provide necessary data. The information to be produced by
the study will be used by all of these agencies,

5

. The objectives of this research proposal are to 1dent1fy‘ and
quantify the toxic and hazardous waste materials generated
in California (90 percent of the generated wastes are
disposed of on-site); to verify by limited chemical testing
the nature of these waste materials; to identify the potential
for airborne emissions from these wastes and estimate
possible health effects on exposed population; and to evaluate

' the present and potential disposal methods for these wastes,

. with emphasis toward on-site disposal.

The Contractor will identify generator sources and quantify
waste materials using information culled from a number of
data bases; relate waste by industry types according to
Standard Industrial Classification Codes (SICs) and industrial
pracesses by Source Classification Codes (SCCs); estimate
the potential contribution of individual waste stream to |air
pollution; relate toxicity of airborne emissions to TLV stan-
dards; and rank the toxic materials according to dosage

required to produce harmful health effects. This scale will

be based on EPA's Myltimedia Environmental Goals publication
which gives estimated permissible concentrations of pollutants
for continuous exposure. The Contractor will also sample
four or fivesites for confirmatory analysis, taking both
surface samples and air samples (upwind and downwind) to
. determine the concentrations of toxic materials, background
. concentrations, and the effect of atmospheric transport.
The Contractor will perform detailed studies of present apd
future disposal methods.

The Research Screening Committee approved the Reguest for




State of California
AIR RESOQURCES BOARD

Resaolution 81-36
April 23, 1981

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has been divected 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 Resource
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
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,

=

wers

y
RS

L72)

Sally Rump W

BOARD SECRETA




State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-6-3b2
DATE: April 22, 1981

ITEM: Research Proposal 1002-81 (R) entitled
“Characteristics and Impact of Electronic
Automotive Emission Control Systems".

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution 81-36, approving Research
Proposal 1002-81 (R) for funding in an amount
not to exceed $119,288.

SUMMARY : The regulation of fuel econemy and exhaust emissions .has
prompted automobile manufacturers to develop increased
precision in engine control. As a result, mechanigal
means of controlling engine parameters are being
replaced by electronic control systems (ECS). These
systems provide interactive control of various engine
operating functions by the use of a microprocessor land
a network of sensors and actuators. In some cases, a
malfunction in these systems does not result in a notice-
able degradation of vehicle performance but does result
in increased emissions. For example, should a particu-
lar sensor fail, the software will bypass the inoperative
element by substituting one or more fixed values. Drive-
abiTity will be maintained, but the loss of feedback
signal may cause a significant increase in emissions.
However, the driver would have indication of the need 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 cornrect
electronic malfunctions. Future vehicle inspection and
maintenance programs will need to take such Timitations
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 Resources
Board (Board) has established a statewide ambient air quality standard for
hydrogen sulfide (HZS);

WHEREAS, emissions of HpS associated with geothermal development have degraded
air quality in the Geysers Known Geothermal Resources Area {KGRA) and have
caused the state ambient air quality standard for HZS 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 maintain
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 regu
Tations which will reduce H,S emissions from new and existing geothermal
operations in the Geysers;

-

WHEREAS, on April 22 and 23, 1981, the Board held a duly noticed public meet
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;

ng

WHEREAS, the Board finds that in order to permit the develapment 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 H,S
standard, reductions in HoS 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 H,S emissions from existing and new geo-
thermal power plants and stacking to %he 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 operations
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 closg
to populated areas;




WHEREAS, the Board finds that the slight potential decrease in total electrical
generating capacity in the Geysers by the power required to operate H,S conFro]
systems is not significant when compared to total generating capacity, and |
that the operation of advanced HpS control systems will significantly improve
air quality at the Geysers:

WHEREAS, the Board finds that if the H,S emissions from new and existing geo-
thermal operations in the Geysers are Peduced, the total amount of solid wa#te

potentially generated from the operatiaon of H,S control systems or geothermal
operations in the Geysers is not expected to Tncrease and may decrease; T

WHEREAS, the Board finds that power plant operators and steam suppliers in
the Geysers area are undertaking research projects to improve existing H%S
control systems and to develop new, efficient and cost-effective HpS control
systems;

WHEREAS, an adequate ambjent air quality monitoring network does not now
exist and should be estabiished in the Geysers to assess H,S emissions from
new and existing geothermal operations and to take into acgount the complex
terrain and metearological 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 significpnt
adverse environmental effects of the proposed action, and further require that
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 adequately
addressed and the Board concurs in the staff’s findings that no significant
adverse environmental effects are 1ikely to result from the adoption and
implementation of those concepts.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that:

1. The Air Resources Board approves the following concepts as necessary to
control H»S emissions from geothermal operations at the Geysers:

(a) for new power plants at the Geysers, an H,S emission limit of

5 pounds/hour, 50 gr/GMW/hr, 5 pounds per mi]]%on pounds of steam or
equivalent as proposed by the staff and the Air Pollution Control Officers
of Northern Sonoma County and Lake County Air Pollution Control Districts;

(b) for existing power plants, HpS 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,
8981, and as proposed by the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control
fficer;




(c) for stacking from new and existing geothermal power plants, an H,S
emission 1imit which approximates the H,S emission 1imit for power p]gnt
and shall be achieved within the shorteg

plant outage, as proposed by the staff and the Air Pollution Control Of
of Northern Sonoma County and Lake County Air Pollution Control Distric

(d) appropriate criteria for more stringent H,S emission limits applic
to new geothermal operations located close to Bopu]ated areas or close
to other geothermal operations analogous to the proposal of ;the Lake Co
Air Pollution Control Officer.

|

The Board directs the Executive Officer to forward this resolution to

the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District and Lake County

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;

The Board also directs the Executive Officer to forward this resolution
and the proposed suggested control measure to the Geothermal Policy Comm
of the California Air Pollution Control Officers' Association for their
consideration;

In view of the current research and development projects of power plant
operators and steam suppliers on H,S emissions control systems, the Boav
recommends that the Lake County Aig Pollution Control District and the

Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District, or the Air Resoun
Board at the request of either district, hold a public meeting in 1985
to review HpS control system improvements, air quality data, and the nee
for additional control of H25,emissions in the Geysers;

The Board directs the Executive 0fficer to work with and provide assista
to the local air pollution control districts in the Geysers area to desi
and establish a comprehensive network to monitor HZS in the Geysers;

If, within 120 days from the date of adoption of this resolution, the

Lake County Air Pollution Control District and the Northern Sonoma County
0

Air Pollution Control District have not adopted provisions for the contr
of H,S emissions from geothermal operations in the Geysers which are at
1eas% 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 HZS emissions from
geothermal operations at the Geysers.

I certify that the above is a true an
correct copy of Resolution 81-37 as
adopted by the Air Resources Board.
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t practicable time after the power
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Sally Rump, Board Secretary




APPENDIX A
PROPOSED '

State of California
- AIR RESQURCES BOARD

April 22, 1981

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 Geysers
Known Geothermal Resources Area from existing geothermal power plants,
new geothermal power plants, and stacking. |

For the purposes of this ru1e, 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 ény 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.

€. Stacking means the venting of steam into the atmosphere
during power plant shutdowns or outages, both scheduled and unschedu]e#.
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.




IT1.

Iv.

Emissions Limitations

No person shall cause or allow the discharge into the atmosphere
of hydrogen sulfide (H,S) from new geothermal power plants, existing
geothermal power plants, or stacking at a réte which exceeds those

set forth in Table I of this rule.

Exemption from New Source Review Rule

HpS emissions from new geothermal poﬁer plants, including stacking,
which comply with theé 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.

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

1.  Each operating protocol shall include a requirement thet a
log be kept indicating for each power plant outage the date, the
duration, and the estimated amount of HZS emissions. This log
shall be made available, upon request, to the district or thé

Air Resources Board.




II1.

Iv.

Fmissions Limitations

No person shall cause or allow the discharge into the atmosphere
of hydrogen sulfide (HZS)'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.

Exemptiaon from New Source Review Rule

HoS emissions from new geothermal power plants, 1nc1Uding stacking;
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.

Operating Protocol

Each permit to operate shall include an operating protocal which

specifies the manner in which the power plant and related faci]itiés

“will be operated to meet the emissions limitations set forth in

Table I of this rule.

A', General Regquirements

1.  Each operating protocol shall include a reauirement that a
log be kept indicating for each power plant outage the date, the
duration, and the estimated'ampunt of HZS emissions. This log
shall be made available, upon request, to the district or the

Air Resources Board.




New Geothermal. Power Plants

Existing Geothermal Power Plants

Birect Contact |

Condenser

% Effective
| Date Less than ' 50 GMWe or
g 50 GMWe ~greater
July T, 1981 | 50 grams/ . five (5) pounds
gross meda- | per hour or
watt-hour ' 40 grams/gross

| uly 1, 1985

July 1, 1990

megawatt-hour,
whichever is
greater

. each unit. -

Units 3,4, & 11:
890% reduction of
the HpS in the
incoming steam to
each unit.

Units 5,6, & 12:
200 crams/gross
megawatt-hour for

- five (5) pounds

per hour

‘megawatt-hour for

Surface |~

Condenser

e
f
i

Units 1 & 2: 50%
reduction of the

HpS in the 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. '

Units 1 & 2: 50% |
reduction of the |
incoming steam to :
each unit.

Units 3,4,5,6.7,
8,9,10,11, & 12:
100 grams/gross

each unit.

Units 13,14,
£15,17 & NCPA
#2: 50 grams/
gross mega-
watt-hour

New
Power Plants

Same emis-
sions limit-
ations as
! power plant,
j at all times

Stacking

S

et 1 e e e Tl

" Existing

Power Plants -

iSame emissions Timit-
rations as the power
ip]ant, within two
}hours of the outage

1

Table I




2. The operating protocol for each power pTant shall specify

the frequehcy and method of source tests, the fhequehcy.and method
of sampling the HpS 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 Operéting at a minimum of 80 percent of rated

capacity.

3. The operating protacol for stacking emissions controls shall
specify the steam flow rates, chemical feed rates, and all other

parameters which determine the degree of H,5S control,

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 submif an operating

protocol for stacking emissions from facilities it operates.

2. Existing Facilities: Each operator of an existing power

plant shall submit an operatihg 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 Pollution Control Officer shall approve, disapprove, or

modify the operating protocols.

U,

-4




2. The operating protocol for each power plant shall specify

the frequehcy and method of source tests, the frequency and method
of sampling the HZS concentration in fhe incoming steam, the |
predicted relationship between hydrogen sulfﬁde‘emissions and
chemicél feed rates, the location of the record of all source
testé, and a requirement that source tests will be performed with
the power plant operating at a minimum of 80 percent bf rated

capacity.

3. ~ The operating protocol for stacking emissions controls shall
specify the steam flow rétes, chemical feed rates, and all other

paraméters‘which determine the degree of H,5 control .

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 chi]ities: Each operator of an existing power
plant shall submit an operating protocel for each unit, inciuding
all facilities operated by the same person, to the Air PoT?utidn
Control Officer within 60 days after the adoption of this rule.
The steam supplier for each existing powér ptant 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 7
modify the operating protocols. ' |

R




- State of California:
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Response to Significant Environmental Issues

Item: Public Meeting to Consider Suggested Control Measure for the Control o
Hydrogen Sulfide Emissions from Geothermal Operataons at the Geysars
Known Geothermal Resources Area.
Agenda Item No: 81-6-1
Public Meeting Date: April 22, 1981
~ Response Date: April 22, 1981 -
Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board
Comment: No comments were received identifying any significant envirommental
issues pertaining to this item. The staff report identified no
adverse envirommental effects.

Response: N/A

CERTIFIED: aﬁ%ﬁ,ﬂ/b
Buard Secr

Date: \3/ ;ﬁ '/'/C? /




State of California

Memorandum

. : Huey D. Johnson ' - Date . :  May 28, 1981
Secretary o _
Resources Agency Subject: . FiTing of Notice of

1416 9th Street Decision of the Air
_ _Resources Board

From : Air Rescurces Board

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

Sally Rump '
Board Secretary - '

Attachments L

P oges, e




State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-38
May 4, 1981

WHEREAS, on September 12, 1979, the Air Resources Board (the "Board") adopte
Resolution 79-68 which amended Rule 210.1 (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 guidel
can be improved to provide the Kern County Air Pollution Control District an
applicants with additional flexibility without adversely affecting air quali

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 application
of KCAPCD's Rule 210.1;

NOW, THEREFQRE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Air Resources Board hereby
amends Guideline 6 to read as follows:

Guideline 6:

1) - "Offsets of emissions of particulate matter 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

control officer, no other directly emitted particulates (or inter-
pollutant tradeoffs) are available. In cases where fugitive particulat
emissions are controlled for use as offsets, the air pollution control
officer should consider special measures to assure that these offsets
result in an effective net air quality benefit. Among the special
measures that the APCO should consider are:
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. a) A requirement that a proportion of the tradeoffs be obtained in

a fine particie size range, in proportion to the amount of new

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

ZACZZéiﬁzé, /égi4ﬁﬂﬁg7

Sally Rump# Board Sec¥etary




State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-39
May 4, 1981

A. HWHEREAS, Section 39602 of the Health and Safety Code designates
the Air Resources Board (ARB or Board) as the air pollution control agency
for all purposes set forth in federal law and designates the ARB as the state
agency responsible for the preparation of the State Implementation Plan (SIP)
required by the Clean Air Act (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 the
attainment and maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
by specified deadlines;

C. WHEREAS, the California and Nevada portions of the Lake Tahoe
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 by the
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 Tahoe
Basin was in violation to a 0.12 ppm ozone standard for which the Lake Tahoe
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 Basin
were attaining the revised national ozone standard, the EPA on March 3, 1981,
redesignated the Lake Tahoe Basin from nonattainment for oxidant to attaing
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 Tower concentrations of ambient carbon monoxide,
the ARB has established an 8-hour carbon monoxide ambient air quality standard
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 iden-
tical to California's standards for the Lake Tahoe Air Basin: ‘

J. WHEREAS, the revised bj-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 tha
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;

[ns

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 IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the TRPA, as mandated by the
new bi-state compact, incorporate intc 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,
ozaone, and visibility;

3. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the TRPA is hereby requested to:

a) demonstrate that it has the capability to influence implement]
agencies to commit to the planning process, including cooperative commitment]

ing
s 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 transpor
ation over expanded automobile use into and within the Lake Tahoe Basin;

d) commit to a coordinated planning approach which would result
California's and Nevada's joint desire and commitment to assure attainment o
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
Tead agency for the California portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin, the ARB woul
as in the case of other nonattainment areas and as a partner in the air qual
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;

ity
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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 statewide
role in motor vehicle emission control programs inciuding the development of
in-use contrcl measures;

L1’

7. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that if the TRPA is designated local
lead agency for the California partion of the Lake Tahoe Basin, the present
methodologies for determining carbon monoxide violations -at hot spot locations
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 regarding
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 fis
a true and correct copy of

Resolution 81-39, as adopted

by the Air Resources Board

Sally Rum¢, Board Secretaly




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 ‘ L

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has alarge 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 moming 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 e o R :

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. ' :

: ary D. Nichols Lhairwoman
z .

auxence 8. Caretto, Vive-Chairman -Alvin 8. Gorgdn, M.

mes G. Leathers, Member

ire T. Dedrick, Member




State of Califomia
- 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 momning 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 apprec1at10n
for the outstanding job and the special gontribution made to that cause.

Mary D. Nichols, Chairwéman

//@mﬂ?’ Do S ot

{Laurente 8. Caretto, Vice-Chairman A¥in S. Gordon, pmber

es G. Leathers, Member
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State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-41
June 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 1029-83 entitled, "The
Effects of Present and Potential Air Pollution on Important San Joaquin Va
Crops", has been submitted by the University of California, Riverside to t
Air Resources Board; and

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

¥HEREAS, the Research Screening Committee has reviewed and recommends for
unding:

Proposal Number 7029-83 entitled, "The Effects of Present and Potential
Air Pollution on Important San Joaquin Valley Crops", submitted by the

11ey
he'

University of California, Riverside for an amount not to exceed $66,044;

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

~recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the follow

Proposa] Number 1029-83 entitled, "The Effects of Present and Potential
Air Pollution on Important San Joaquin Valley Crops"”, submitted by the

University of California, Riverside for an amount not to exceed $66,044,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Qfficer shall initijate administ

rative

procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the research

effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $66,044.

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

Saily Rump ¢ %

Board Secretary

l—
o
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ard.




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-11-3b
DATE: June 24,

Research Proposal No. 1029-83 entitled, "The Effects o
Present and Potential Air Pollution on Important
San Joaquin Valley Crops".

Adopt Resolution 81-41 approving Research Proposal
go. 1029-83 for funding in an amount not to exceed
66,044.

Although considerable research has been conducted to
determine the effects of air pollutants on various pla
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
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
planned as a three-year effort.

The major objectives of this study are to:

0 determine whether Thompson Seedless grapes are be
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 ogidant concentrations
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 S0, is
added, (4) ambient air to which S0, is added, (5)“carb
filtered air to which ozone is addgd 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
dose, as well as oxidant and/or SO2 concentration.
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State of California
AIR RESOQURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-42

June 24, 1981
Agenda Item Ne¢.: 81-]

WHEREAS, The Air Resources Board ("Board") pursuant to Health 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 particulate

matter (TSP) to the detriment of California's air quality;

WHEREAS, air pollution control technology is presently available to perniit
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 estab]is*ed

new source performance standards (NSPS) applicable to new coal-fired power
plants;

WHEREAS, Board staff has reviewed these NSPS, and the emission lTimitations
cantained in permits issued by EPA for power plants in other states for
their adequacy for the protection of California air quality in view of theil
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 pubilic meeting

to consider the staff's proposed minimum guidelines and to hear and consider

the comments of the public and interested persons on the staff proposal;

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that substantially Tower (more stringent)
of air pollutant emissions than those specified by the EPA NSPS have been a
with current technology and are necessary for the protection of air quality

levels
hieved
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 @ 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 1b/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
technology;

That tests on specific coal types are required before the
installation of SCR un1ts,

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 Toad range of 50% to 100% of full load;

That a NOx flue gas emissions rate of 0.45 1b/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 1b/108 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
(f1y 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;




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 availabie; and

WHEREAS, the Board has reviewed the staff's analysis of environmental
impacts associated with the proposed guidelines and finds that no significant
adverse environmental impacts are likely to result from the implementation of
the proposed minimum guidelines for the control of air contaminant emissions
from new coal-fired power plants in California.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board adopts the minimum guidelines
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 control
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.

Sally Rump, goard Secretar;




Attachment A
to Resolution 81-42

MINIMUM GUIDELINES FOR THE CONTROL QF
EMISSIONS FROM COAL-FIRED POWER PLANTS

A. MINIMUM GUIDELINES FOR NOx EMISSION CONTROL

1. Minimum Guideline for NOx Removal

After the déte.on'which the initial performance test is completed,
no owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into'the atmosphere
fromrany affected facility burning coal, any gases which contain nitrogen
oxides (expressed as nitrogen dioxide) in excess of 0.09 pound pér million
BTU of heat input when the boiler is operated at or above 50 percent of it
rated capacity and 0.45 pouﬁd per million BTU of heat inpﬁt when -the boile

is operated below 50 percent of its rated capacity.

2. Compliance

Compliance with the minimum guidelines shall continuocusly be establish
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 coa1-f1réd power plant shall install,
calibrate, maintain and operate a continuous monitoring system and record
the data produced in the measurement of nitrogen dioxide emissions. ATl
continuous nitrogen dioxide monitors shall be required to meet the per-
formance épecifications outlined in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix B, Performanc

Specification 2.




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 affecte
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. Continuogus 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,

[=N



4. DOpacity 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.
A11 opacity monitors shall be required to meet the performance specificatig

outlined in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix B, Performance Specification 1.

C. MINIMUM GUIDELINE FOR SO, 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 any
affected facility any gases which contain SOp in excess of five percent
(95 percent reduction) of the inlet concentration to the SO» removal device
when the inlet S02 concentration exceeds 300 ppm. If the inlet SO2 con-
centration is equal to or less than 300 ppm, the removal efficiency may be

relaxed as Tong as the outlet SOp concentration is no greater than 15 ppm.

2. Compliance

Compliance with the minimum guidelines shall continuously be establishe
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 recard

ns



State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

Response to Significant Envircnmental Issues
Item: Public Meeting to Consider Minimum Guidelines for the Control
of Emissians 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: &470 ‘
Board Secret

Date: é/@/g/

RECEIVED BY
Office of the Secretary

JUN 5 159

Resources Agency of California




i ,._»Sfu"m of California
Memorandum

." .+ Huey D. Johnson N Date : June 32, 1981 ‘

Secretary . :
Resources Agency Subject: Filing of Notice of
‘ " Decision of the Air:
Resources Bnart‘F

From : Air Resources Board

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

Aty My

Sally Rump
BOARD SECRETARY.

att. Res. 81-42

RECEIVED BY
Office of the Secretary

JUN 3 0 1981

Resources Agency of California




State of California
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, Ruth,
Koehler, and Mary Solow, have unselfishly given their talents and time to assist the A1r
Resources Board in its efforts to improve the Phase II vapor recovery program; i

WHERFEAS, the task force members, who represent a broad diversity of interests and

viewpoints, have worked together promptly and effectxvely to produce a thorough Teview
. of the ¥apor recovery program;

- WHEREAS, the task force brought together state and local ﬁre, weights and measures, .and '

air pollution control interests and has helped improve prcgram understanding and communi-
cation among them; EA

WHERFEAS, the Board intends to consider all the recommendations of the task foroe and
. knows the recommendations will contribute significantly to needed nnpmvements in the
program; and . . _ : .

WHEREAS, many of the task force recommendations have already been incorporated into|

amendments to pending legislation in the California State Legislatuge.
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. i

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be transmitted to each task
force member with the thanks of the Air Resources Board

Mary D. Ntcho!s airwoman

Zﬁ;ﬂ/ A@,AW

Alvin 8. Gordon/jfembe’

es . Leathers, Member

. Al ¢ *
Claire T, Dedrick, Member

()




State of California =
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

RESOLUTION 81-44

June 25, 1981

Francis Richard Perry devoted over thirty years to dedicated state semce and over ten

years to the Air Resou:ces Board

Dunng the past seven years, Mr. Perry served as a branr:h cluef respons:ble for engmeemlg o 0
evaluatlon and the state cemﬁcatwn program for gasolme vapor reeovery system e ;i e

Mr. Perry made. an immense contnbunon to the states effort to cuntrol air pollutmn and

unprnve the health and welfare of the state c:t:zenry

Mr. Pen'y was umversaliy known by the Board 1ts staff local air po!lutwn control d;mtncts
and representatives of industry for lus honesty, hlS decency, his smcenty, and hxs dedxcatmn

to his duties.

Mr. Perry ] untlmeiy passing on May 28 1981, leaves a vmd at the Board that'wxll not he

. .-easily filled, and Mr Perry will be sorely m;ssed by h:ls fnends and cclleagues at the baard o

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Boatd expresses its sorrow over thelose fj» -
of Mr. Perry, and further expresses its deeply felt grantude for the many valuabie cuntn— e

butions Mr. Perry made to the Board’s programs T

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a memonal pleque be plaeed at the Statxonary Source .:
Control Division Testing Laboratory which will dedicate the laboratory to }us memory m 5

recognition of his services to the people of Cahforma- o

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Board duects that a copy of t?us resolutwn be traw EE

mitted. to his widow, Mrs. Clarice C. Perry, and another cqgy be prominently displayedin | =~ .

the offices of the Engineering Evaluation Branch of the Sjafionary Source Contral Division. LTI




State of California
ATIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-46
September 24, 1981

Agenda Item No.: 81-19-1

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, Sections 43013, 43100 and 43101 of the Health and Safety Code
authorize the Board to adopt vehicle emission standards in order to control
eliminate air pollution caused by motor vehicles;

WHEREAS, heavy-duty engine emission standards were adopted in 1976 to apply

the 1983 model year but their application was postponed one year, to the 1984

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
the 1984 standards;

WHEREAS, the Board staff has collected information from the manufacturers amd

reported the results of its study to the Board;

WHEREAS, emissions from heavy-duty engines are projected to contribute a ma]

or

te

of

jor

portion of oxides of nitrogen emissions to the atmosphere as controls on other

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

regulations 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 model

heavy-duty engine exhaust emission standards and test procedures.




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 Exemptaons 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: MNo comments were received identifying any signfficant
environmental issues pertaining to this item. The staff

report identified no significant adverse effects.

Response: N/A

ReccIVED BY
CERTIFIED: A P 8 S i Oitice of the Secretary
oardcsecretary ¢ 0GT 0 7 1981

; of California
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State of Californica

Memorandum

1o

From :

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

Decision of the
Resources Board

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.
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State of California
AIR RESOQURCES 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 SO2
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
502 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
maﬁe 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 moter 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 Timit 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;




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 Board finds:

That the state 24-hour ambient air quality standard for sulfur dioxide
has been consistently violated over the past years in California, }
particularly in the South Coast Air Basin; i

That the state 24-hour ambient air quality standard for sulfates
has been consistently violated over the past years in California,
particularly in the South Coast Air Basin;

That sulfates are a substantial part of total suspended particulates,
and sulfates significantly reduce visibility;

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 conten
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 SOz, 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;
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That a reduction in the sulfur content of diesel fuel will reduce
the quantity of sulfur-bearing air contaminants which are emitted fro
‘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 502 removed and
hence is a cost-effective measure;

That a reduction of the sulfur content of diesel fuel to 0.05 percent
by weight is technologically feasible and readily available;

That a reduction of the sulfur content of diesel fuel to 0.05 percent
by weight (approximately an 80 percent reduction) will significantly
reduce ambient concentrations of sulfur dioxide and sulfates.and will
significantly improve visibility. In addition, ambient concentration
of suspended particulate matter will be reduced;

That the improvement in air quality attributable to the reduction in
sulfur compound emissions from motor vehicles is expected to result i
substantial health benefits;

That the overall air quality 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 air quality standards
referred to above which are violated 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 requlation 1imiting 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 produc
and/or market diesel fuel in the South Coast Air Shed to ensure that
adequate supplies of both vehicular diesel fuel and non-vehicular die
fuel will be available in the South Coast Air Shed under this regulat

That‘the Board has examined both the direct and indirect costs to the
public of adopting this regulation and has determined that those cost
are Justified by the emissions reductions which will result from the
regulation;

That an exemption for small refiners in the South Coast Air Shed from
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;

sel
ion;

W



NOW, THEREFCORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board amends Title 13, California
Administrative Code, Chapter 3, Subchapter 5, Section 2252, to add a
regulation Timiting 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.

-4-

That the February 8, 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 f1nd1ng
that no significant adverse environmental or other impacts are
likely to result from adoption and implementation of the proposed
regulation.

I certify that the above is a
true and correct copy of
Resolution 81-47, as adopted
by the Air Resources Board

SaTly Rump, Board Secfetary




ATTACHMENT A
REGULATION TO CONTROL THE SULFUR CONTENT
OF MOTOR VEHICLE DIESEL FUEL IN THE SOUTH COAST
AIR BASIN AND 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 1, 1982.

(b) The maximum sulfur content Timitations specified in the fore-
going subdivision (a) shall be determined by ASTM Test Method D 2622
(67 or Tatest).

(c) For the purposes of this section, the term "unleaded gaso-
1ine" 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 delijver 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 Mo, 4-D.

(g) 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 apply to an

amount of diesel fuel produced bv a small refiner as defined in subsection

{a) in the South Coast Air Basin and/or Ventura County equal to 120 percen

oF

n¥ the highest annual diesel fuel production level in the South_Coast Air

Basin and/or Ventura County of the three calendar years immediately ‘

preceding the date of adontion of subsection {d). This exemption shall not

aoply to any fuel not produced in the South Coast Air Basin or Ventura Coun

ty.

(2) To qualify 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 grade 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 o0il 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. MWithin 90 days




of receint of the application, the Executive Officer of the Air Resources

Board shall grant or deny the exemption, in writing. The exemntion shall

be granted if the Executive 0fficer determines that the applicant meets

the provisions of this subsection and subsection (g) and shall be rescinded

when such provisions are no longer met.

(3) _In addition to the reporting requirements of subsection (i) below,

beainning on January 1, 1985, each small refiner who is granted an exemption

shall report on a quarterly basis to the Executive Officer of the Air Resoches

Board the quantity and ASTM grade of diesel fuel produced in the South

Coast Air Basin and Ventura County during that calendar quarter. Such reports

shall be provided within 45 days of the close of each quarter.. Each such

refiner shall also be required to report to the Executive 0fficer within 90 days

of project comnletion, any refinery addition or modification which would

affect the crude o0il capacity for refineries owned and operated in the South

Coast Air Basin, Ventura County and the United States.

(i) (1) Each refiner shall perform sampling and testing of the diese|

fuel stored in all reéfinery tank(s) owned or operated in the South Coast

Air Basin and Ventura County as set forth in this subsection. If a refiner

blends diesel fuel components directly to pipelines, tankships, railway

tankcars or trucks and trajlers, the loading{s) shall be sampled and tested

for sulfur caontent 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 weighted average

sulfur content) to the Executive Officer of the Air Resources Board within%




45 days of the close of each quartef. In the event a refiner in the Sough

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 acceptable

to the Executive O0fficer of the Air Resources Board which show that the

diesel fuel is being produced for transshipment out of the South Coast Air

Basin or Ventura County or sold for non-vehicular use. Failure to provide

such documentation upon request shall be deemed a violation of subsection [{d).

(2) Each person importing diesel fuel for sale into the South Coast Air

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_quarterly basis to the Executive Officer of the Ain

Resources Board within 45 days of the close of each quarter.

(3) The Exectitive Officer of the Air Resources Board may perform any

sampling and testing deemed necessary to determine compliance by any person

with the requirements of subsection (d) and may require that special samples

be drawn and tested at any time.

{3433 (J)(1) Any person who cannot comply with the requirements set |forth

in subdivision (a) or (d) of this section because of unreasonable economic

hardship, unavailability of equipment or lack of technological feasibility may ~

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 |
be achieved. |

(2) Upon receint of an application for a variance, the Executive |
Officer shall hold a hearing to determine whether, and under what conditio
and to what extent, a variance from the requirements established by |
subdivision (a} or (d) of this section is necessary and will be permittedé
Notice of the time and place of the hearing shall be sent to the app]ican%
by certified mail not less than 30 days prior to the hearing. Notice of
the hearing shall also be published in at Teast one newspaper of general

circulation and shall be sent to every person who requests such notice, no

less than 30 days prior to the hearing.

(3) At least 30 days prior to the hearing, the application for the
variance shall be made available to the pUb]ic 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 foilowing 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

(B) That, due to unreascnable economic hardship, unavailability of
equipment or lack of technological feasibility beyond the reasonable contr
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 Tawful business; and

ns
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(C) That such taking or closing would be without a corresponding -
benefit in reducing air contaminants. ‘

(5) Any variance order shall include the date(s) by which compTiancé
with the sulfur content Timitations 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 B&ard,
as a result of the testimony received at the hearing, finds necessary.

(6) If the Executive Officer determines that, due to conditions beyond
the reasonable control of the applicant, the applicant needs an jmmediate‘
variance from the requirements éstab]ished by subdivision (a) or (d) of thﬁs
section, the Executive Officer may hold a hearing without complying with the
provisions of subdivision {d}4¢23 (j)(2) or subdivision £{d}{3} (j)(3) above.

No variance granted under the provisions of this paragraph may extend for +
period of more than 45 days. The Executive Officer shall maintain a list bf
persons who in writing have informed the Executive Officer of their desire
to be notified by telephone in advance of any hearing held pursuant to thi%
subdivision, and shall provide advance telephone notice to any such personL

(7) Upon the application of any person, the Executive Officer of the
Air Resources Board may review and for good cause modify or revoke a variance
from the requirements of subdivision (&) or:(d) after holdina a hearing in

accordance with the provisions of this subdivision.




State of California

Memorandum

.Tc N Huey D. Johnson Date  : Aygust 19, 1981
Secretary _ |
Resources Agency Subject: Filing of Notice of

Decision of the Air
Resources Board

from : Air Resources Board

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 60007(b), and in compliance with |
Air Resources Board certification under section 21080.5 of the ‘
Public Resources Code, the Air Resources Board hereby forwards ‘

. for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en- !
vironmental comments raised during the comment period.

oty g

|
|
Sally Rump |
. Boar_d Secretary |
attachments ‘
Resolution 81-47
RECEIVED B
OfficeoftheESecrYetary
AUG 1 9 1981

. Resources Agency of California




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 L1m1t1ng the Su]fur Content of D1ese1 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 requlation may result in increased fuel costs to public and
: private transit operators which will be passed on to:consumers in
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 ﬁf )
vehicular diesel fuel regulation would result in increased fuel costs
"to SCRTD requiring either an increase in bus fares or a reduction
in public transportation service.

If SCRTD chooses to reduce jts 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 Jume 12, 1981 staff report indicates that if the \
increased cost were un1form1y passed on to the riders, a commuter
who boards the bus 500 times per year would incur a total cost }
increase of $2.15 to $3.20 per year. SCRTD agreed during the }
hearing that, based on the assumpt1on that the increased fuel cost
would be 6.2¢ per gallon, the staff's ana1y51s was correct.

Additionally, page 73 of the staff report discusses the re]at1on$h1p
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, |

in fact, increased its base fare by 44%, while ridership 1ncreas§d
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 ;

incurring a loss in ridership, the adoption of the r?gu1at10n !
is not expected to result in a negative environmental impact due‘

to a switch from buses to private automobiles.

RECEIVED dv
Office of the Secretary

AUG 1 9 1981

Resources Agency of California
\



State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resclution 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 39705;

WHEREAS, an unsclicited research Proposal Number 1035-83a 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 fqr
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 appraves
the following:

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.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Executive Officer shall initiate adm1n£s~
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.

Sally Rumpg i

BOARD SECRETARY




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY ;

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO.: 81-14-3b.1
DATE: July 29,198]

Research Proposal No. 1035-83a entitled "Assessmeﬁt
of Gaseous and Particulate Dry Acid Deposition in
California." |

Adopt Resolution 81-48 approving Proposal No.1035f83a
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 recent
model of the South Coast Air Basin showed that dry
deposition accounted for approximately 30 percent
of the emitted acid precurscers, which is about
fifteen times the wet deposition value. It is
also thought that the potential for environmental
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 co]lected
on a routine basis by the national monitoring net-J
work, the data collected thus far are not well un
derstood In fact, there is no currently existing
methodology that is widely accepted as adequate for
quantifying dry acid deposition.

The objective of this two-year, two-phase project |
are to: 1) assess the magnitude of gaseous and
particulate dry acid deposition at various Calif-
ornia sites and compare these values to wet deposi
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 SOz and NO2
will be measured at various sampling sites. Ambient

concentrations of these acids and their precursors
will be used, together with known deposition velocity
values, to estimate deposition rates. The technique,
known as the concentration method, will be compared



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
relative contribution of dry deposition to the |
overall phenomenon of acid deposition in California.
In addition, the proposed study would increase ourT
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

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 Section 39700 throu h
39705;

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 1038-83 entitled " Health
Effects from the Inhalation of Oxidant Air Pollutants as Related to the
Immune System" has been submitted by the University of California at
Davis to the Air Resources Board; and

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

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

Proposal Number 1038-83 entitled "Health Effects from the i
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, 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 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. i
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate
administrative procedures and execute all necessary documents and

gontracts for the research effort proposed, in an amount not to exceed
100,372,

I certify that the above is a true and 1
correct copy of Resolution 81-49 as
passed by the Air Resouces Board.

Y |
BOARD SECRETARY |



ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-14-3b.2
DATE: July 29,1981
|

Research Proposal Number 1038-83 entitled "Hea]th
Effects from the Inhalation of Oxidant Air Po]]utahts
as Related to the Immune System”.

Adopt Resolution No. 81-49 approving Research
Proposal No. 1038-83 for funding in an amount not |
to exceed $100,372

This proposal is submitted to extend research efforts
by the proponents. The previously reported work was
done under ARB sponsorship. Findings of this ear11er
work indicate that ozone at concentrations as low qs
0.16 ppm (the lowest value tested), administered

over a two-week period, produced responses closely

related to asthma in the mice under study. This |
response was due to an ozone-induced increase in
sensitivity- to a common allergen. This increased
sensitivity was associated with increased numbers of
immunologically active cells in the airway membraneL of
such animals. The earlier studies also demonstrated an un-
expected finding in terms of viral infectivity. Two weeks
of ozone exposure at 0.64 or 0.40 ppm inhibited respiratory
viral infection in the mice studied.

Ozone-Lung Sensitization Experiments

The work to be performed in these experiments is re-
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. QOzone at 0.10 ppm would be empleed
in this study as well as one other level, depending
on the initial study resuits.

While inhaled allergens do not provoke a direct asthmatic
response in mice, guinea pigs do respond somewhat as
human asthmatics respond, mainly with marked constriction
of pulmonary smooth muscle. The investigators woulg
attempt to demonstrate that the protocols employed to
produce effects in mice would produce an asthma-1ik
constriction of airways of the gu1nea pigs. The exposure
and sensitization protocol emp]oyed in the first two
studies on mice would be employed in these exper1meTts.
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Ozone at 0.2 ppm would be used for the first of two

studies. The ozone level for the second study would

be derived from the results of the initial effort.| End

points to be assayed for the guinea pigs would incllude

observation of airway constriction following allergen

inhalation, tissue alteration, and possible ce]]u]%r
changes.

Ozone-Viral Infectivity Experiments

The previous findings of ozone inhibition of the viiral
infection process by the investigator were totally
unexpected. While they have postulated explanations for
their observations further investigation was deemed
necessary by them to allow for a fuller understandiing

of this phenomenon. The work proposed would be directed
at investigating the nature of interaction between|0.16
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 expose
animals would be exposed to 14 days of ozone. At Ehe
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.
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State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD
Resolution 81-50

WHEREAS, an unsolicited proposal to augment Contract Number AO-100-32,
entitied, "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 AD-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.

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 $9,168.

|
I certify that the above is a true add
correct copy of Resolution 81-50 as
passed by the Air Resources Board.

,Jll%,éw.‘p |
Sally Rump i

BOARD SECRETARY
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. State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-14-3b.3
DATE: July 29, 1981

ITEM: Proposal to augment Contract Number AO-100-32
entitled "Rebuild California Air Resources Board
Field Fumigation Facility and Maintain for
Experimental Use", University of California,
Riverside, Dr. Ray Thompson.

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution No. 81-50 approving Proposed

. Augmentation of Contract AQ-100-32 for an amount

not to exceed $9,168.
SUMMARY : 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
guick 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 jmprovements require
(1) repair of an existing OREC ozonizer, (2) add-.
itional charcoal filters, and (3) Teflon sampiing
tubing.




State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

. ol ~~ RESOLUTION 81-51
I | | -~ July 30, 1981
WHEREAS, Thomas C. Austin 'se.rved as the Air Resources Board’s Vehicle

Pollution Advisor in 1975 and 1976, a Deputy Executive Ofﬁcer in 1977 to 1978 and
Executlve Ofﬁcer since November 1978; and

WHEREAS he is nauona]ly recognized for hlS ta]ents as an automotwe engmeer, ,
part:cula:ly for tus understandmg of emission control systems; and

WHEREAS hxs persona.l comrmtrnent has advanced the development of a.lr;
, 'pollutlon control technology and contributed to increased automotive energy efﬁaency, 7

. - WHEREAS h13 admlmstratwe pohmes have strengthened the techmcal expernsei '
of the staft' for wluch the Board will benefit for many future years; and |

R ;'*:‘,‘ WHEREAS h15 expertlse has enabled the A11' Resources Board to operate an alr
- "pollutlon control program that isa trend-setter for the natxon s clean air polmes, and '

R T s WHEREAS hls forceful personahty and uncompromlsmg prmcnp]es have eamed
4. R l'um, the emmty as we.ll as the respect of some of those who have chal]enged him; and

WHEREAS h15 leaderslup has enabled the Board to maintain the world-wrde
A reputatlon it has ea.rned in the field of air pollutmn research and regulanon and

WHEREAS 'I'homas C Austm is leavmg the ARB to create his own consu]tmg‘

| . S Now, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Air Resources Board appreciates
o - his years of dedlcated 1eadersh1p that contributed greatly to the Board’s accomphshments

gnd

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board expresses its best w1shes for h15} R

future success _ R

' -// . Mary D. Nzchol.r airwoman .
- ‘Tmrencg 8. Caretto, Vice-Chairman - ‘ Alvin S, Gordo/r/zlvr mk’ '

.j'l

-ames G. Leathers, Member . Claire T. Dedrick, Member




State of California _
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

RESOLUTION 81-52

July 30, 1981

WHERFEAS, Gary Rubenstein has been an Air Resources Board staff membeng'

since graduating from the California Institute of Technology in 1973, working in the Vehicle
Emissions Control and Stationary Source Control Divisions, and has been a Deputy Executw
Officer since July 1977; and S :

WHEREAS, he is widely respected for his techmcaj knowledge of air po]lut:on
control systems for both automobiles and industrial sources; and L ‘

WHEREAS his technical expertise has been va.luable in mﬂuencmg the puhcles
of many ARB programs and

WHEREAS hlS broad technical' knowledge has enabled h1m to develop many
mnovatnre solutions to regulatory problems; and '

WHEREAS, he energetically and capably represented the ARB in many. legls~ '

lative hearings; and

WHEREAS, his high spirits and good humor failed to cover up a deep, senous
comrmtment to the success of the California air pollution control program; and ‘

- WHEREAS, Gary Rubenstein is leaving the ARB to create his- own consulting

NOow, THEREFORE BE IT RESOL VED, the A1r Resources Board apprematas
his many contributions to its efforts; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board expresses its best wishes for

his future success.

Lavrerce SCeretto, Vice-Chairman

ycs G. L eathers, Member e T. Dedrick, Member

res et e g -




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 necessaryifor
the proper execution of the powers and duties granted to and imposed upon the
Board by law;

WHEREAS, Sections 43101 and 43104 of the Health and Safety Code authorize ﬁhe
Board to adopt new vehicle emission standards and test procedures in order to
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;

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 proh1b1ts the use or
reg1strat1on 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 procedures
for 1980 and subsequent model heavy duty engines and vehicles which are gener-
ally applicable to engines used in buses;

WHEREAS, such standards require significantly Tower emissions of oxides of |
nitrogen than the equivalent heavy-duty engine standards promulgated by the
Environmental Protection Agency; |

WHEREAS, hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen are precursors of oxidant (smlg),
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;

\
WHEREAS, the Southern California Rapid Transit District (RTD) has petitioned
the ARB to be allowed to use federally-certified engines rather than
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;



WHEREAS, after considering RTD's petition at a public hearing on August 27
1980, the Board determined it could not take final action on the record before
it and appointed a subcommittee of members Dr. Laurence Caretto and }
Dr. Alvin Gordon to analyze new information presented by RTD at the hearing,
to resolve questions that had arisen at the hearing, and to present a ful1\
report to the Board; ‘

WHEREAS, the Legislature is present]y considering proposed legislation wh1ch
would prov1de that no 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 Envirommental Protect1on

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 consider
amending its exhaust emission standards and test procedures for 1981 and
subsequent model year heavy-duty engines to establish criteria and procedures
under which the Executive Officer may permit the use of federa11y-cert1f1ed
heavy-duty engines in limited situations when California-certified engines | are
unavailable; ;
WHEREAS, the Board has conducted a public hearing to consider the pet1t1on
subm1tted by RTD; and i

WHEREAS, the Board finds:

That the use of California-certified engines rather than _
federal 1y-certified engines in the 940 buses recently purchased by RTD
would result in a reduction of at least 1.4 tons per day of hydrocarbons
plus oxides of nitrogen emissions at a cost of $0.47 to $0.53 per pound
of pollutant, taking into account fuel penalties, asserted performance
penalties and emissions which may arise from diversion of passengers to
private automobiles;

That there appear to be 30-foot buses with California engines ava11ab1e
to RTD;



That the current exhaust emission standards and test procedures for
heavy-duty engines do not permit 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 RTD 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 em1ssions
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 permit 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 30-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 theé
authority of the Air Resources Board to set more stringent standards for buses
in California than applicable federal standards.

I certify that the above is a true
and correct copy of Resolution 81-53,
as adopted by the Air Resources Board_

focrigy

Sally Rump, Board Secretary




State of California
AIR RESGCURCES 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 conmittee 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 adopted
by the Air Resources Board.




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 controy
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.

22y ooy

Board Secfetary 4




State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-56
September 24, 198]

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 fbr
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 to the
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts the
recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the following:

Proposal Number 929-76 entitled "Responses to Oxidants" submitted by
the University of California at Santa Barbara for an amount not to
exceed $167,030,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the re%earch
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.

itley Noenep

Sally Rump” ”
Board Secretary




State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-19-3 bl .
Date: September 23,5981

i

'TTEM: ~ Research Proposa] No 929-76 ent1t1ed "Responses to

Oxidants."

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution 81-56 approving Research Proposal |
No. 929-76 for funding in an amount not to exceed "
$167,030. _ ,

SUMMARY : © California Smog is a mixture of many compounds. Prominént

are photochemical oxidants, NO2, aeroscls 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, {specifically peroxyacetyl nitrate) are another case,
Early vegetation research was done to identify PAN damage
followed by limited exposure work to confirm the field
finding that concentrations in the 100-1000 ppb range affect
certain plants. Very limited work has been done emp10y1ng
PAN in human or animal exposure work. Among such 11m1ted
research is the early work by Drs. Gliner and Horvath at
U.C. Santa Barbara showing pulmonary function effects at
0.24 ppm PAN.

Recent regu]atory actions by EPA have brought up the questian
 of how adverse effects of the oxidant complex might differ
from those of ozone alone. EPA has now established an ozone
standard numerically less stringent than the earlier oxidant
standard. Such a standard may well protect most of the U.s.
where ozone rather than other oxidants is present. One of
the central issues regarding their change in the standard
from oxidant to ozone was whether removing other oxidants
from consideration might allow potentially harmful effects.
In order to investigate this more fully, the Board funded
a study Tast year to begin a planned three-year effort. (This
proposal is to complete year two. One element of this sﬁudy is
- to determine whether acute interaction effects can be seen
between Q3 and PAN (peroxyacety] nitrate) on metabalic, pulmonary
and neurological responses in man. Subjects numbering between
10 and 15 will undergo moderate exercise (at approximately 50
~ percent of their maximal capacity) in 30-minute shifts folllowed
- by a 30-minute intermission of exercise, and then repeated
exercise for another hour. During the rest periods the
subjects will perform mental accuracy, motor-skill and - |
pulmonary function testing. Previous studies by the proponent



have demonstrated these factors to be affected by ozone exposure.
‘Heart rate, oxygen consumption and carbon dioxide production

will also be measured to indicate the metabolic state ¢f the
individuals at various times during the exposure. E.EIG.

tracings will also be taken at the end of each exerc1se per1od
to obtain 1nformat1on 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) determine
the variables that will predict whether an individual will
be sensitized by low levels of ozone, and; 3) determine the|
extent of sex differences in sensitivity to ozone, and the
degree to which these differences are related to differences
in pulmonary capacities and to differences in work“capqciFy.



State of Califaornia
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 30, and Ozone on Growth Productivity, Physiology and Biochemistry of Crops",
has been submitted by the University of California at Davis to the Air Reséurces
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 0zone on Growth:
Productivity, Physiology and Biochemistry of Crogs submitted by the|
University of California at Davis, for an amount not to exceed $115, 581;

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 appraves the f011ow1ng:

Proposal Number 1042-85 entitled, "Effects of SO, and Ozone on Growth
Productivity, Physiology and Biochemistry of Crogs", submitted by the!
University of California at Davis, for an amount not to exceed $115, 531

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate administrative
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the reseat ¢h
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $115,531.

I certify that the above is a true

and correct copy of Resolution 81-57
as adopted by the Air Resources Board.

Lty B g

SaTly Rump/ 4
Board Secretary



ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

- State of Caiifornia

AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO.: 81-19-3 b2
DATE: September 23, 1981

Research Propbsa1 No. 1042-85 entitled "Effects of -
S0, and Ozone on Growth Product1v1ty, Physrology
3 Biochemistry of Crops

Adopt Resolution 81-57 approving Research Propaba]
go 1042-85 for fundfng in an amount no to exceed
115, 53]

Much of the work that makes up our current understand1ng
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 overall weight of plant
material at the end of a growing season. Such work

has commonly been done under uncontrolled field conditions
or in greenhouses. More recently, we and others have
tried to consider more subtle factors like proteln or
carbohydrate content. What is proposed here is a major
departure from the more traditional field or greenhause
studies. The proponent would apply potentially more
sensitive plant physiological and biochemical methods -
in conjunction with careful control of environmental
parameters to assure a straightforward assessment of
effects. In effect, this study would investigate the
cellular level implications of air pollution in terms

of whole plant exposure. Sulfur dioxide and ozone are

the pollutants of interest. They would be employed at
several concentrations, both singly and 1in combﬁnat1on.

As with cellular-level assessments of pollutant|effects

on animal systems, the information obtained wou]d help
explain related whole-plant effects. This would allow
detection of changes before visible injury occurs and

may prOV1de data that can be readily extrapo1atéd to other
species. This is the second year of a proaected three
year study. i
This study is divided into three related efforté which
address different facets of 05 and 50 effects as a
multi-disciplinary effort. In atl cages the inVestigators

- intend to employ several different plant species and

varieties within each species to allow addressing of
possible mechanisms for expected. variation in sensitivity
to the pollutants to be employed. ‘

‘The first part of this stUdy will concentrate on the

effects of SO, and O on the viability of pollen and
polien tube ggowth under controlled temperature and
humidity conditions. This would allow careful study of



-2

-~ the effects of S50, and 03 on this important stage

of plant reproduc ion.

The second part of the study would center on how

-exposure to SO, and ozone would affect Teaf function
£

in. terms of water and solute movement. Air pollutants
are known to affect the stomata of many plants. These
act as the "first 1ine of defense" for plants ‘to prevent
the entry of pollutants to less protected internal air

 space cell surfaces. Once inside, it is thought that

the pollutants will have an effect on the metabolic
activity of cells through effects on membrane funct10n of
such cells.

Finally, the third part of this study will concentrate on

the biochemical effects of S0, on plants. It is the
investigator's observation thgt S0, exposures initiate
the release of "stress" ethylene and ethane in response
to 1ipid peroxidation. Ethylene is also known to be
produced in response to other stresses like phy51ca]
injury.

Spec1f1ca11y the investigators would expose p1ants to
varying amounts of S0, and measure the levels of "stress"
ethylene and ethane. "An attempt will be made to study
whether the level of ethylene produced is related to the
relative sensitivity of the plants employed. Efforts
will also be made to determine if ethylene enhances or
reduces the plant's tolerance to SO, through the use :
of agents known to block its production. The 1nvest1gator
would also study the fate of atmospheric 502 in soils by
employing radio-chemical methods.

The results of these studies should provide valuable
insight into the celiular level effects of pollutants
on vegetation and improve our total understanding of
the effects of pollutants on California crops.




State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 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 Techrnology 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 entitied, "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 $321561

I certify that the above is a true
and correct copy of Resolution 81-58
as adopted by the Air Resources Boawd.

firp

: '/
Sally Rump / ° g
BOARD SECRETARY




ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMARY :

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO. 81-19-3 b3

DATE: September 23,

Research Proposal No. 1043-85 entitled “Character12at1on
and Control of Primary Carbon Part1c1e Air Quality vn

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 concentrations will be determined by a year-

long 10-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 salient
features of particulate carbon air quality behavior

in the South Coast Air Basin that must be reproduced

by a successful air quality model will be identified.
Then candidate emissions to air quality models for
particulate carbon will be reviewed in 1ight of their
data requirements. The most effective approach to
primary particulate carbon control strategy develop—
ment will be estab11shed

‘ : i
Th1s three year study will provide valuable information
on the occurrence and control of primary carbonaceous

~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 and
wood burning are increasing in the South Coast Air
Basin. - Substantial deterioration of visibility and air
quality are expected to result from the continued
increase ' of such emissions unless appropriate control
strategies are designed and implemented. The
results from this research are expected to be critical
to the Board in developing strategies to ensure that
acceptable levels of air quality are not exceeded.

1981



State of California |
AIR RESOURCES BOARD ‘

Resolution 81-59
September 24, 1981

Agenda Item No.: 81-1%-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; 3
WHEREAS, Sections 43013, 43100 and 43101 of the Health and Safety Code
author1ze 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
permission 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
available;

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; and |

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 which 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;



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 202(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 209(b)(1) of the Clean Air Act.

I hereby certify that the above is |
a true and correct copy of Resolution
81-59, as adopted by the Air Resources
Board.

CLati S
SaTTly Rump#ZBdard Secrétary




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
Carbon plus Oxides
Model Year Hydrocarbons Monoxide 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 - 5.1
subsequent .

**The federal 13-mode optional standards for 1984 model year diesel-powered
engines do not apply. ' I

(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. i



(c) The test procedures for determining compliance with standards applicab
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 may authorize use of engines certified to mee

federal emission standards, 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) 1In order to qualify for an exemption, the vehicle manufacturer
shall submit, in writing, to the Executive Officer the justification for
such exemption. The exemption request shall show that, due to ¢ircumstance
beyond the control of the vehicle manufacturer., Califarnia certified
engines are unavailable for use in the vehicle. The request shall
further show that redesign or discontinuation of the veh1c1e,uﬁJJ'resu1t

in extreme cost penalties and disruption of business. In evaluating a

request for an exemption, the Executive Officer 11 ider

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) 1In 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

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.
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Stote of California

Memorandum

.o . Huey D. Johnson ' Date : April 6, 1981
: Secretary g L o
Resources Agency - Subject: Filing of Notice of

Decision of the Air
Rescurces Board

From : Air Resourcas Board

Pursuant to Title 17, Section 600G7{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.

§aHy Ru% !

. BOARD SECRETARY

Attachments Offica of ths Searetary

Resolution 81-46

AR By -/ 0CT 0 71381 |

ution 81-61 1
Resources Agency of Caiifomnia




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.: 81-12-1

Public Hearing Date: September 24, 1981

Response Date: September 24, 1981

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board

Comment: Mo comments were received identifying any signfficant

environmental! issues pertaining to this item. The staff
report identified no significant adverse effects.

Response: N/A

CRTIFIED: Aol r e ey
- Boardcdecretary ¢
0CT 0 7 1981

Date: Ce e /J/Z,/((7 e 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 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, 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
Section 42400 in cases involving gasoline cargo tanks subject to state iaws
concerning gasaline vapor recovery;

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 41970 provides that when a person 1s
cited w1th a notice pursuant to the optional alternative, the appliicable
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 by‘
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 cargoe tank;

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 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 conditions
for use of the verification;




-2-

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 (commencing with
Section 11340), Part 1, Division 3, Title 2 of the Government Code,.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby adopts Section 94005
of Part III, Chapter 1, Subchapter 8, Title 17 of the California Adm1n1strat1ve
Code as set forth in Attachment A hereto

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board hereby>adopts the form set forth in
Attachment B as the approved form for preparat1on and submittal of a Proof
of Correction by Verification pursuant to Section 94005 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

Sally Rump, Board Secretary
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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 8. 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 correction by

verification is authorized@ by Health and Safety Code

Secticn 41972, such proof of correction shall contain:

(1) Name of owner or operator, company name
(if applicable), and address,

(2) Date, time, and viclation 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-—
issionncertification 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 foilowing information and

documentation:

AT-1

015




(A) A brief description of the cor-
rections that were made.

(B} The date on which the corrections were
made.

{C) The name, address, and.compény af-
filiation (if any) of the person making the cor-
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 c¢riteria,
(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 en 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 consists of oper-
ation of the cargo tank without issuance of the re-
guired vapor recovery certifjcation, 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-
tioﬁ it was necessary to test the cargo tank to de~
termine compliance with the annual leak rate‘criteria,
(i) the name, éddress and company affiliation (if any)
of the person conducting the test; (ii) the daﬁe of £he
test; (iii) pressﬁre change in five minutes (in inches
of water); (iv) wvacuum change in five minutes (in
inches of water); (v) a stétement 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 (Becard 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

S R



(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 modificétion to the form used for
submittal of the infprmation set forth in subsection
{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
appeér. 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.




ATTACHMENT B |
“Iiine FOUR COPIES: CALIFORNIA PLEASE PRINT OR TY#T

I Che COPY cayh to: : {Complete this form in full)
~IR RE SOUi{CLb BOARD | b
1. qur épC’C‘u‘ :.."CI 7,7'1 no i NOT'CE TO COURT
tice to cppear, along : R . .

with copy of the notice
| appear.
2, Wgency issuing the
notice to aprear.
:. Air Resources Board
Enforcerent Division
- 1101 @ Street
P. 0. Box 281&
Sacramento, CA 95812
. Keep one copy for
Personal records.

.E%zs form developed Ln\accopdzncb
swzth Section 41970 of the Health
,& Safety Code. If the arrested
iperson prescnts by maﬂl or in
|person, proof of correction as
;prescrzbed in Section 41971 of
ithe Health & Safety Code on or
befbre the date on whzqh he or
‘she promised to appear, the
‘ecourt shall dismiss the appli-
leable charces. :

OWNER/OPERATOR INFORMATION

NAME OF OV/NER/OPERATOR: ‘ » ' ~ | TELEPHONE NUMBER:

COMPANY HAME:

MAILING ADDRESS ~ HUIABER 8 STREET: : CcITY: Z\F CODE:
VIOLATION SPECIFIED IN NOTICE TO APPEAR (Rule or Regulation Cited) v DATE: - TIME:
i - CARGO TANK INFORMATION

CT NUMBER: MANUFACTURER NUMBER: ARB DECAL NUMBER: LICENSE NUMBER IOF VEHICLE:

PROOF OF CORRECTION INFORMATION

. fl NAME OF COMPANY AND PERSON MAKING CORRECTIONS
SMPANY NAME: o . PERSCN MAKING CORRECTION:
ADDRESS: . DATE:

ERIEF DESCRIPTION OF REPAIRS MADE TO CORRECT VIOLATION:

SEE REVERSE



»
L

e .'mw TESTING

| LT = -

If in order to correct the vi ‘olation it was necassary ‘to test the cargo tank to
determine compliance with the amual leak rate criteria, please submit the results

- of tank testing and certification on the application fbr eargo tank certification
form approved by tre State Fire Marshal.

R SR

3

it ——— A e i ey 14 i e 8 e = 14 i e ke e e

;I certmfh under penalty of perguby that I made the necessary corractions -
Vv and/for conducted the test to rectify the violation and the information
!oontazneﬁ under proof of correction »nfbrmatzon is true and correct.

B R i et il T e e i L e T

lSzgnature

P e mime e e e e

— e feemza et Y e R

If the violation consists soZeZy of operatzon of the cargo tank wzthoﬁt issuance of

the required vapor recovery certification, please submit a copy of applieation for
vaper reeovery cewtzficatzon and a copy of the issued certzficatzon

————— e e o Ty gD Y (Y e TR S e e

VERIFIGATION OF GORRECTION

ISSUING AGENCY NOTIFIED TO INSPECT:

DATE:

TIME: MEANS (TELEPHONE, IN-PERSON)

LOCATION OF CARGO TANK: DATE AND TIME SPECIFIED FOR INSPECTION:

P Did represen tative of 1ssu1ng agenﬂy appear at deszgnated pZace and tzmp? ;

B e L T pa— —_——— amm e = e B s LT )

AN S‘-‘JER

OWNE'R OR OPERATOR NAMED IN NOTI CE TO APPE'AR :

LASFENIR N ATV AR T

I déclare undeﬂ penalty of perjury that aZZ tnfbrmatzon submttted herezn
1 18 true and correct and the violation has been corrected. .

t

e
i ) ’ BT
1

et pan i ne N

Signature ' P

—o - - oo T e T

- e e |



State‘of California

Memorandum

. : Huey D. Johnson - . R " Dawe : -p g =
- Sec¥etary _ . o . rDecember 9, 1981
Resources Agency Subjest:  Filing of Notice of

Decision of the Air
Resources Board

From : Air Resources Bourd

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 hersby forwards
for posting the attached notice of decision and response to en--
vironmental comments raised during the ccmment p,eriod, .

MW

_ - ‘ Sally Rump
. . . Board Secretary

attachment
Resolution 81- 60

RECEIVED BY
Office of the Secretary

@ | DEC 10 1981

Resources Agency of Califomia_ |



State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Response to Significant Environmental Issues

Item: Proposed Requlation 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 _ o ;

Agenda Item No.: 81-23-1

Pub]1c Hearinngatet November 18, 1981

Response Date: November 18, 1981

Issuing Authority: Air Resources Board

Comment:'VNo'comments’werefreceivéd.1dentifying any significant environmental
jssues. pertaining to this item. The staff report identified no
adverse environmental effects. o : '

~ Responsa: N/A

 CERTIFIED:

Board Secrefary

- Date: @/g’g} -

RECEIVED BY : '
Office of the Secretary. _ i

psciot8

Resources Agency of California


https://RECEIVED.BY
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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 requlations necessary for the proper execution of the
powers 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 verb1age add references to appropriate
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 conform 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 Code,
Part III, Chapter 1, Subchapters 1 and 7, as set forth in Attachment A.

I certify that the above is a true and
correct copy of Resolution 81-61, as
adopted by the Air Resources Board.

/{iz l/égz¢¢ﬁﬁ5? %

Callwv*Dimr RoaavrA Sarvat vy |




ATTACHMENT A

SUBCHAPTER ]. ADNINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

Article 1. Board Meetings and Exeeut*ve Bff%eer Hear1ngs

€00C0. Purpose. The regulations set forth in this subchapter shall =

supplement provisions in the Mu]ford—Carfe]] Air Resourees Act'LDivisibﬁ 26 ;

of the Health and Safety Code), the Adm1n1strat1ve Procedure Act, and the .

 California Env1ronmenta1 Qua11ty Act with regard to meet1ngs and hearings of the

.  state board and the executwe ofﬁcer L o . R ' i'
Note: Author1ty cited: Sect1ons 39600 and 39601 Hea]th and Safety Code

Reference: Sections 39000 et seq.., Hea1th and Safety Code;
' Sections 11340, et seg., Government Code; and
Section 21080.5, Publlc Resources Code.

- 600G061. Regular Scheduling of Meetings. ‘the-chairpersen-gr-the-Exeentive -

Gf#%eeefef-ehe—state-baard-sha%1—seheéale-and—the;5ta%e;beard-sha$l-held—vegu}a& ff

meet&ngs-at-%east»twiee-a—menthr;—¢he—eha#rpevsea Meetings shall be scheduled by

the chairperson or the executive officer of the state board 'whoemay for-gend

. eause with appropriate notice change the startmg time of any mee%ang Eroceedmg

or reschedule,’ cancel or cont1nue the meeting groceed1ng

Note: Au5h0r1ty cited: Sections 389600 and 39¢€01, Hea]th and Safety Code : '
Reference: Sections 39513, 39515, 39516, and. 39600, ‘Health and Sa‘ety !
Code; Section ]1129 Government Code. - _ I



6@094--_-Na£—iee-.~—{a-)--ﬂet=ice—nf—reﬁu-]armeetings-ﬁf-the-ﬁtat-e4bnard-sha-i“’[
be_-sant-by-ﬁrsst-class-mai1,-dispatched-net-léter-than-seygn-days.—pPeée-dv}ng—Sueh
. ' -meeting,_and-shall-cénta.iu.-an;agg..néa-ar;dessripti-er-_:-ef-all-étems~€é;be-eaasidepéé | o
| ak- tbat-maatmg- ‘ | | | : |
{b}.-Notice-of-regular-maetings-ef- the state beawd—sh&}l be—maﬂ-ed te-all
siate- bcard-mambens,-te all parta-es te-preseedmgs-an—the-agenda;~ta-+ntereséed—,
fedgpal,-state-and iscal- agenc;es,-and te- pwsens-whe -request- sueh-ae‘e*ee-m-
wmtmg.--Eon-pubhs information- PHFPSSES]“thQ agenda-sban ~-ba- ppsva-ded te-news—
| papar:s-Qf-ganaral-swsulatmn._ AR ' ' . | ‘
-(c)--\-:han-a-pubhc haam—ng-a—s-nequwedg-punsuant-te—the~Fequl-PEFRERts-9'5
Chapter-3.5- (.cemancmg-w;th-SeetLen-llsle}-,-Papt-1,—94\'1-51-9&-3,-—?#&113 2-af-the
. Gouannment Cods,-far-'-the—adept:-an,-a-mendment,--ewc-r-epea}-et'-an_y—m&e;—-reg&l-ahan;- -
o:dan,-ox:-standaﬁd-of-geneml—apph-e-ati-en-q-n-epdep-te-mplement;——mteppret--vw-
| make-spectﬁm-the-law-enfepsed-GF-&ém-m-s’eeFed-by—the-stat—e—beavé—ep-the IR
Exesuti-\:e-Gfﬁeen,‘-netie-e-shall--be-gi-ven—i-n—éeeepdanee,—wi—th-the-reqai-fm& ;
.  of-said-Chaptar-3.5.--Nobice-shatl-also-be-given-to-ath-state -and-tecal-governmentat
agancias-havipg-jurisdiction-by-law-with —Fespeet.-te-a—pmpesed ~acbivity -ef-@h?e -
state board. : o 8
| {d}.-Befors-taking -a-ny*—a@ti—en»-papsua-n_’s to-Health-and -sa-fét-y-Gﬁéé—See’ei-eﬁ!s» |
@ 5031041505, inclusive, ox Health-and Safety -Code-Section 41650, -potice-shath
bs .gi.w;a,s.pmumed-mmlth-and_gﬁetﬁseée~Seetm-4lsozg-&aé-;té-a5}}-ssaeg |
board -ms:hbeps,#—mer#be#s -Gf; -the -public-requesting -such _sotice -in -wpi—t—i-éé;-a—nd-a-fﬂ- ,l . |
state .and.lo#apl-g-gvsmnental -3gencias-having -j—&:—i—sd—i—c—t—i—dn»-ﬁy ~Taw %F%h—xnes-peet-—te |
60002 - -Spesrel%eetmgs--#he—ehawper&m-or-the-&ecufm-ﬁ?ﬁcerm
schedule-and-the-s’ea-te—be&réﬁ&y-he}d-a-speem}mg -prcwded"i‘:h?rt“tﬁemti'ce
W&;C#-S»p-ec}&l-iﬁeetﬁ}g-ﬁpee??m*m‘d&b&?}'ﬁrem T'ota*t'rmr, -cn'rd'mmu'ectmatta* | |
ut.such.spml.matmg._Mmeaﬁm-spee}almetmgmn-begwm-mmw o
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. ' 60002. MNotice. In addition to prowdmg notice of state board meetmgs

' and hearings as requwed by statute. notxce shaﬂ be maﬂed to state and 'local ‘ .

governmnnt agenmes having .1ur15d1ction by ]aw w1th respect tn a pronosed

actw1ty of the state board and to persons who request such no_t1ce in writing,

For informational purposes, notice may be provided to newspapers of general

circulation, to all persbns 'bel'iéved to be interested 1"n the proceeding, and to

the State C]earlnghouse for c1rcu1at1on to public agencies.

Note: Authority c1ted' Sections 39600 and 39601, Health and Safety Code
Reference: Sections 39002, 41502 and 41650 Health and Safety Code,
- ‘ Sections IHZS and 111346.5, Govermment Code.

' o Article-2.--Emergency-Meetings ' ‘ |
- 69999?--Eoverﬁment eeée-Seetiem}ms---;n-aeegpéam-wim-sevémeétécédo
~Sectiorn 111255 -this -article establishes-the —pmc-eéwes-and—mquwemuts for -
.- ernepgeﬂeyqneetmgs--ei-'eheustate-beapd,-ﬁep-whmh-sem-days_admc.e.agenda.nouce
eannet—be—gwen.—--where-saeh—net}ee-ean-be-ga—ven,-—:-t-shanwbe-dene-m-eomph-ance .

with-the -requirements -established-in-Government-Code-Section-11125.andother..

app}i»_eab}e-pnevi-si-ens—ef-athe-}aw,- _ _ |
._. . G%mr--Unﬁereseea-Emepgeney—Gendi.tiensr'--FéF-the—pu#poses—ef-;s‘ee;i-en.-i]j.lz's
ef—the-Gavemment—ceée;-an—unfereéeen-émergensy-whieh-shéli-just_ify-the-ﬁolding
, eF—a-pubHe-meeting—wi—th-I»ess-thaﬁ—sev_en—days—netié‘e_—shau-i-ﬁs}ﬁde;tha-following |
sit&a%iBHS*--H}——evi-éeaee—ef~the-exi-stenee-ef— a-e‘enéentpati‘éh—ef-air—sen‘tamf,nants
' %n-any—p]—aee—%n-the—s‘eate that is- ppesent%ng—an mmnent-and-—substant;al | \
endangement -to- tbe—hea?th-e? ~Persens- and-m—th Pespeet te—wha-eh the da-stmct«m{ o
d’:striet&-affeeteé -are-Ret- takmg—reasenab%e actien- te-abate»the-esncentpat-wn-
eﬁ—aw-een‘eamnants* $23- %5saanee -ef-a- eauvt—awdep-er passage-af—an—urgensy ‘
' statute-er-rese’ruhea by-the-state-!:eg=fslatuPe-ap-federal—gevemment—FequiF-‘lﬂé

. *mediate-aetwn«-by the-state board-in-order-to- preserve—the pubhe-healthy ’1 .
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safety;-er-genera}-welFaret-ané4é?}nany“ether-eireumstaases—affeeting-airequality :

saeh—thaﬁfthe—saateééeardj?easenabiy-he4$eve55that—it—iSQHeeessawate-take
4mmediate-aetian—in—érdew-te-éreser#e-the—aabiie—healthj—safety,Qér-géneéal-ﬁelfargv
SBB%¥=f—Natéféea%%enz—#iﬁe—state—bean-sga}J-make-a-%éasanable»effe?t-tq | 4
g%ve-natiee-4ﬁ-w?éting—ep-arai#y-té-al%-pepséns-whe-méy-be—ééree;iygaffeetéd;by
the-staievbaardi5-?Fepesed4aétign-in—arder;that—sueh-ﬁeﬁséns—méy-be-pgeséni ﬁl
du?ingfthe-emergeﬂeyvmeeténg:——Aet#ens-takeh—pursuant-taQSeeté995—44503541534-9£
the—He;4th-and#5afety-€éée—5ha44-be—preéeded-b&-ét-!east—24;heu¥séw¥$tten-e%i o
era!—ﬁetaee-te—{he-basanwade—a%r-pe44utaen—eentr94 €9u99413~4f—any,-and—ta—the

af%eeted-da5t¥qets-~-¥he-natqee—sha44 qneiadeﬂa-statemeat-ef-faets-whqeh—p#e#ented |

the-Beard—frﬁm—ngqng:theuasan advanee—ae%qee»as-reqaired7 .

699127-—Preeedures---Any-emérgehey-meetihg-he}d;gursaant4te-this-artiele 1
shali- be-eendueted~aeeerding -to~ the«preeeduves-an-Art%e%e—%-gevevn*ag regular

,mee%%ngs—ef-the—seate beard-

699}3-—€9nfirma€#en-ef—EmevgeneyfAet$§ﬂeé;whefe¥the-stétefbeard-éakés'
‘ éet#en-unéer4emergeney—eend4tiens{-ané—éaehfaeﬁien-is-5ub3eet?ta-8hapter6355 _'j
{eemmeneing-w#th-séét#en-i4349};-Pavt-l;-Biviéien-B;—?ét%e-Qé-affthé-GevePament
Eede;-the-state-beard-er-%he—Exeeu%iveb9f¥ieer—shaiJ-eénfirm—saéh—ae%isa-with§n
120- days4in—aéeevdanee-with'the previsions- e$¢GévePnéent Géde Sée€ien—¥¥346-}

§f~%t-§s-detevm%ﬂed that-the~aet%an-shauld have- 4ega4 effeet far—mere %han

120- days- S s s ey e L T




-the-Seuth- Qeast-m r-Quality- Managemeni; D-tsir-: £iy-0r- the—Bay- Area— Al -
PaJJut-mn—Cent#e—'! Distriet. R e

93902-.--— Unforesean- Emergeney— Gendq i:wns--- Fer— :the- purpese— of- Seetq 9n—-1—12125— |
of-the- Gewemment—@de, an- unforeseen- emergeney-whq cb— shaﬂ 3ust4fy—-the—ha4d4ng
o-f-a-pub-hc-mae-tqag-w-zth Jess—than—ene-wee-k-&ngtqee-shalll ane—lade-th&fa—uow-mg

situatienss —--(a-) eviderce- of- :the- exd istence-af- aneeneentﬁt-'&eﬂ- e—f— aHi¥r-€ en#:aan nan%s-
§n-any-p] aae- jo-the-state- that-is- presentd g an-4 mmqaent-and—- 5ubsta ﬂ~t—1 ad |
endangerment- te-the-health- af—persens, and- wi th» vesgeet- te- whAi eh— the- da -S-t-\f‘-'l c—t

- or-districis-affected- are- aet— taking- reasenable- aei:.-l en- -te- abate~ :the- €€H€9ﬂ4‘.«?‘a~t~1Tﬂ

of-air- eentam-x RaAtss- {b—) issyance- e-f-a- e:eurt~ evder— or- passage— of-an-urgency b

statute—a?-resaiiut-'lea—by-the—state—-legqs-'lature-er—-the«federall-gevemmeﬁt o

requ-w-'mg—wmedaate—-aetaen—by— the-%ta%e-saard-qﬁ—erder—te—aresewe—the—p&b—lae— \ _

healths- safety-;-aﬂé-geﬂefai we-'lfe**e—; aad—{e&-any—ﬁhewset—ef—eimumstaﬂees : '

_ affeetirg-air- qua-] 3 ty- sueh— that- -the— S-tate— Bearel— reaserably- beil ieves-that- -1-t
45-necessary- tfrtake—-'a mﬂed-i ate-aetion-in-order-ie-preserve- ‘the-'p-tib:l-'i e—hea%-th«
safe{y--aad- geﬁerail -welfare: ' o 7
9399-3—--?45—1‘.4 fieatd ofs-=T he— -Sta—te— Bearé—- shali-make-a- reaseﬂab-] e effeﬁ-
Five-netiece- ﬁ-mta Ag- ea-»emﬂ y-te-alil- peaﬁseﬂs- that- may»be— d-z ree-t-l ¥~ af*ee.ted
By-the-State- Board! 5—pf~apeseé- at:-ta ef~3a- e1-de-r—-tha=t- sae:h- -]'}E'PSGFIS- my—be—mseﬁt .

éaﬁﬂg—-the-eme-rgeney- meetang—



SUBCHAPTER. 7. EMERGENCY. MEETINGS-
Amﬁﬁ{ﬂfr4-é-{kﬂﬁﬂiﬁ Provisions

53080 - -Government - Gede Seetten—ll¥25r——Sestwen~11125w9£ the -Government

Gede - Gameaded-Statse-lglay-chr~¥126,—Statsr-1915rmch.-708} ppgv;desﬁas follews;','
"lllzﬁr--(a)--?he-state-ageney sh&ll-ppepape -an-agenda- £QF4H“LpFQV4de-- R

net%ee-eﬁ-}ts—meet%ngs-te-any-geﬁsan-whe—Pequests—sueh-net}se-}n—wrxt;ng. L
_ ) T 1

Netiee4shall-§e-giveﬂ-at-least-ene-week-in-advanee—e?-and;shall-inelude-the
agehéa-fai—the—meet%ng;Qapavided-that—emergeney-meetiﬁgs-may—be—he}d-uith

less-than-one -week-s-natice-when-sueh-meetings-are-pecessary-te-discuss i
|

anfepeseen-emePgeney~eenditiens;—as-defined-by-published-Pule—ef~the-ageney~
aéapted-pursuant—te—;he-pweviséens-e?—GhapteF§4=5-éeemmene#ng—withnseetien—11i¥1}
ef-th$s-part=--Ihe—agendé-need-net-#nelude-a—list-ef-ény-witnésses—expeet&dete
appear-at-the-meetingr

U{b}--Netice-shall-inelude-the-items- ef-basiness—te be—transaeted,-aud‘ i
re-item-shall-be-added-te-the-agenda-subsequent-te- the—prev;s#ens -gf~-sHER l
netaeeg-absent-unfereseen -emergercy-corditionsy-as-provided-in- subé4v4saana{agv

Uf{e)--A-persen-may-requests- and—shall be—prev4dedg-net4ee pursuant—te
~ subdivisien-{a)-fer-all-meetings- ef—the-ageney; er—enJy for-a- speeifie- meetqng
er-meetings---In-additions-at- the ageney—s é4se¥etaen1 a- -person-may-requesty
and-may be-prevaded;-ﬂataee—af-enly these-ageney meetangs at—whaeh a- partaeulh&
subseet or-subjeets-speeified-in- the-request-w*JJ be—daseussedf—-Arrequest-far
ﬂetaee-ef-mere-than-eae~meet4ng—e¥-aﬂaageney—shaJJ—he—subse€t~tefthe-9¥ev45aaas -
ef—Seetien 14934-2 _ | R

93994--—Be¥+nitaens-—-As—used*4n—thas subehaﬁteve~-{a9~-ua4¥~eentam4nant“ B
meaas—pe%ietaﬁts—daseharged—ante—the—aarafrem—any-seuree—whash-may—ereate—
dangew—te-pub%%e-hea%thg-{bé—ﬂState-Beard!—means-thé-Gaiéferaéa-ﬁér-Rese&rees
Beardi-and—{éé-ﬂBéﬁ{réetEfmeaﬂs—eaeh-eeﬂaty-aéf-ﬁelJatéen-eéhtraqadégtrjetg }
fegienal-aér-ﬁeqJutienaeentreq-déstréet;-uaif#ed—a4¥-ﬁ944utienneeﬁtreq—déétfﬂét-



60003. Quorum. The presence of a majority of the total appointed

members of the state board shall constitute a quoruh,“and formal decisions

shall

be by vote of a majority of the qurum. No action formal dec151on on;ggy

item shall be taken made 1n the absence of a*quorum._ 7;‘ exeep% that—a lesse

nambew- f-members-may-eeat;nue~a—Feet4ng-fvam—t%me-ta-time unt+4 a-querum

is5- pvesent——and-may-reee+ve %n%armat}eﬂ eP—statas Feperts-an aan-aet%en ate

RS+

_'Exeept-as-ethevw*se-prav*deé«%n-D;v+s+en~26—af«the—Health—aad-Safecy-Gade—ev

iR- these—regu#at*ansg-ae%%ans ef—theustate baavd shall be by vete-of-a- ma39m+%y

ef-the ~§HOPUA

Note: Authority cited 'Sect1oﬁs 39600 and 3960]..Hea]£h'and Safety Code.

Reference: FTC v. Flothill Products, 389 U.S. 179, 183 (1967);
©- <. Vita-Pharmacals v. Board of Pharmacy, 110 C A.2d 826
(1952), Robert S Ru1es of Drder

SV e e e e

| 59994;“ﬁest1nmngr1nn}1hﬂzn1f1rF1>rcceed77m¢r-*%ﬁr}-~ "H%'fh&“boa*i}i? |
mdrnnr1:r1nﬁzﬁnﬁn¥r1nni1?thr*nﬂxn15ﬁxxf1xnﬁnnﬁ&4x}1n¥ﬁﬁﬂﬁé1nq§k+ﬂ}+ﬂ§¥k
aﬁ"WFFE&ﬂT‘hEFEHmHﬂPiHE1HH§FH}4ﬂﬁﬁ”Hﬂ¥?&Hdﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂgﬁ"h9+d4ﬁr‘HM34ﬁﬁhﬂ§Tﬁ“
the Executive Officer. _Gna,L-tes.tunon_\L.sha.LL.be _permLtted.Lﬁ,.m-la-tan o
-}51$ﬁﬁi1H~HH“‘H}4§K}4ﬁﬁﬁﬂHﬂ}, =H$aa%§ﬁxxiﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ?«ﬁl«ﬁ}kr1ﬁﬂ#ﬁﬁﬂeeé

PEp*E&@ﬂ%&FFH&1HHHWFE?‘H?4&F+%Tng‘E}‘Hﬂf4ﬁﬁhﬂi1&ﬁ3ﬂ?ﬁﬁf¢ﬁ&ﬂ%ﬁyﬂa¥5‘E&1ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁ? '

er&%-te&tnmmtr~-4a«xﬁf&*ﬁm~4ﬁﬁnﬂfﬁﬁi4H§k}1xﬂﬁaﬁa¥5;a>ékxﬂﬂfﬁ?4FHHH}1rF=Hﬁe
Fe&}ﬂhiﬂ“}4ﬁfﬁﬁhf4ﬁﬂk! ﬁﬂm&h&-no—sueh-reque&t-h&ﬂ%ﬁﬁfﬂﬁﬂ%—dﬂﬁr4ﬂﬁﬂﬁr4xﬁn~}

or-the-Erecutive Officers-25 =H%}1ﬁnﬁr1ﬁﬂr4m& fﬂﬁfF}4ﬁhﬁ91§ﬂﬂhﬂf&h&$;a>-FHnFE ’ﬂ'

?ﬁ%@*&?ﬁﬁi1ﬁ#ﬁﬁﬂ&‘b}‘ﬂﬂ%1H%5€ﬁ%&thﬂ71?ﬁﬂﬂﬁ%f&ﬁ‘Eﬁﬂﬂﬂwﬁy-Bn}y--;ﬂﬁ? '
cha+rper&on 1n-%ﬁﬂrﬁaﬂaafsﬁwz4}FFHaar,1mmy Hmuxﬁfl%ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂfk&:FHﬁPtEEHMﬂ?ﬂMP
‘Eﬁ?ﬂhﬂﬂﬂ? ﬂﬁ:nrbnxr,ﬁnm}ﬂmnuﬂa-1rﬁ~presentathm71rF1mﬂr}~tes%nﬂuﬁﬂr--4ﬁrfﬁh!

exten%~practnmﬂihe ﬁhﬂﬂwJFﬁnrhabrmm?ﬂﬁﬂfF}4xrﬁﬂ?b*Forthwnr-the-hear?ngﬂmuthur

e

.
'
1



{b%--Ihe—s{ate—beard~may-5ﬁeéify'{he-éate—by?whieh—eem%entS—subéi*ted-én
qutqng—must-be-reeeqved—fer-themhte-be-cgnssdered,~prquded that,-except fav
| emergency—hearangs,-the-deadiqne~$er—fqlqng qutten—eemments—shali be-at-leasfy
.45-€ays-f¥95bthe-date—efepub%aeatqan-efLthevstaff;repaftv-~Any—deadlqne-£cr "
reeeipt-o#Lw*ﬁtten—egmmeéts~shéiq—beweantaiﬁed—in-the;hearﬁng-natieev;—xheu- 5'-
state—beard—sha!i aecept- fbr-sensaéeratqea-wratten-eemmentshsubnntied—after
_the—deadJ4ﬂe—5ﬁeeqf4ed-aa-the—hea¥4ng-ne{4€e~bat-by-theuhea¥qng date—ea~a—de¢aaqeé
factual~ shequgwthat-the-eemmeﬂts-eauid«aet—have—been pwa#aded—te-{ha-staue-i
beard—by—the—deadiqﬁe-by-reassa-a¥~faeter5—beyaﬁd-the—eeﬁtral -of-the-person f
sabmqttang—the-eemmeﬂtss-and—%hat—the~€emweﬂ%s-we¥e—saéwqtted—as*expauatqeﬁsqy
'as reaseﬂabqy-ﬁ¥a€£ﬂ€ab4e—#6446waﬂg—thehdead%ane~ -
' {ei--Ai—eﬂywpubqaﬁhhearqﬂg—heQé-ﬁursaaﬁx—te—HeaJth—aﬁd-Sa#étyh€ede L‘
See-t-len-MGSG- -regarding- s#:a{e~ bﬁa-rd— maew—ﬁf— nenattaaﬂmea—t— area-plapss |

regreseﬂtatqves-frem-distfqets—iﬂﬁ%ﬁéed-wathaﬂ—{he~nena%%aqnmeﬁ{ area-and

the-desagnated—aqr-qaalaty-94aan4ng-ageaey-sha44 have the—raght—te—questaeﬂ

and-selaea%ﬁiestqmeny~frem—qua%aiqeé-repFESEH{ataves ef—%he—state baafé-staff

en-the—matter—beaﬁg-eeasaéered—--Ihe—state—baa*é—may by—affavmatave-ve{e~ =
ref-feur-membe¥sj ﬁlaee-reassnabJe-Jqmqts-eﬁ-sueh~rqght-—-wath-regard-ze-aﬂy'
: Ekeeutave-foheer~hearang-held-ander—Seetaeﬂ-44GSB»—the—state—beard an—impese‘
SyeR~ 4;mat5—as-pavt~ef-its de%egatien te—ihe—Exeeutive—ﬂff1cer— | | . i
(d)--¥he~preeeedangs—sha44 be—reearded-eqectron1ca44y--ar-by—other— . '?' 
apﬁrepria£e~means=--At—the—request—ef-the—state-baard;—the~£xecnt1ve-aff&cgr; -
eP—any;iﬁterested—pekseﬁ;-the-hear%ng—sha%%—be—réeerdeé-by—a—tért{fiéd?céﬁffa i
reﬁe?ter-and-%he-cest-thereef—barne-by-the—person makqng—the—request- = 1 |
69998—37-—Ru4emak1ng F14e-—-For—every-ru%emak1ng*for—wh1ch~a-pubi1c-hear1ng
. 4s- requared-pursuanf te~-Chapter-3: 5~ -{commencing- thh Sect1on-%134ﬁi--Part-1-'
VBav*saaﬂ-ag—?ﬂt!e-?:af—the—ﬁavernment-Eode;~the~secretary~of*the -state~ boardf-é'r'ﬁ

I

sha¥4~ma$nta%n—a-fiie-as-requiréd-by-Sovernmehtfﬁude-Section-%%34?:3: .


https://e.i.i.it

60004; Record of Praceedings. (a) Board“g:gggggiggg*ghﬁll_he_rgggzdgg&

eTectrcn1cal1y, or by other appropr1ate means The recording or transcript shall

be made available to the;pub11c for review at the state board's main off1ce.

At the reauest of the state board, the execut1ve off1cer, or any 1nterested persoh,

the proceedings shall be recorded by a cert1fied court reporter'and the cost therenfr

borne by the person making the request Upon a shOW1ng of need econom1c hardsh1-,

and the public interest to. be served, any person may request and the state board'

or executive officer may grant, a transcr1pt of spec1f1ed_proeeed1ngs at state 1

board expense.

{b) For every rulemaking proceeding; thevéecretEry_of the state board

shall maintain a file as required‘py_Government Code Section 11347.3.

Rote: Authority cited: Section 39601, Health and Safety Code. o
Reference: Section 39600, Health and ° “afety Tode; “ections £257 et seq.,
and 11347 3, Government Code. _ i

66208~ Zr———-Statement ef-Reasens-for-Prepased- Ru¥emaking---{a)-—where-
pub;*e -hearing-is5- requ%reé—pursuant ta~€hapter -3:5- %eemmene%ag—with Seet%en-lli4@) :
Part-1;-Bivision-3;-Fitle-2-ef-the- Gevernment—eeée-—the—statement—requ*red
by-Gevernment-tede-Seetion-13346+ 7-shali- be—preapred by the-staff—a¥ the~state:

board-prisr-te-the-time- the- net%ee-referred-te-%n Seetien GQGQ%{&) +s publeshed

ard-made-avatiable- to-the-publie---The-netiee- shatd- %n#ern-the~reader-that-sueh -
statement-has-been-prepared: o ' n : SIS
{b}--Prior-to-final-adeptien-of-a- regu%at*en-—the statement sha41 be-updated'>'"

pupsuan% to- Gevernment-eede Seet%en 14346 ¥~-




60005, --58aFf-Roporss.--4a)-Whera-a-public-hearing-by-the-state-board
is-required- by-law,-gr-when the—ExeaQtive foice:-propssés~t9 take~aet$en
',QJJQW4ng-a publ;e bear;ng Qr-pub14s eemment~per49d,—a staff—regert,-tsgether

with- the-prepesed~rule,~Fegulat49n,-erdex,-gv-standapd,-shall be p:epared and

published-by-the-staff-of-1he- state-board.--where-a publ;c-hear;ng 3s- reuqared‘,':

- pursuani-to- the—requ;rements aimchapter-s 5- (eemmenesng-wath—Seetaen 433404,- :
Part-l D4v4s:9n 3,-I4tle—z-ef~the Severnment Gede,-the-staff—repept shall be--a~ 
_9ub44shed-at Ieast—4§ days- befere the-date—ef-the~publ4e bear;ng--—Fev-aIl ather—
pub14e5hear;ngs;—the-5taf¥—reaerts-shall«be-pub%;ghed-at—3east-39-éays-be¥are ;'

theudaté-af-the-publie-hearing--—Rééwithstanéing-the—fépegééng-pvavis#eas;-if i

£he- state—baard-pwapsses to-take- emevgeney-aet*en~afterwpublae—hearang——*ne%ad%ngh

but-net-%%m%ted te—aetaen—pupsuant—ta—Gevernment Gede—See*aan-4334S-4{b§ aﬂd-the T

emergeney prev4saens-ef—Hea1th and- Safety—eeée-Seetaea 44592; the staff—repeF€
sha%l-be~pub415hed~qs-ea¥4y—asfreasenab%y—praetaeab#e—priavfte-the~pab4%e~hearﬁag¢ -
S%af¥;repa?ts-5ha¥4—bé-distrébu%&d-%&éa44~gavernmen%a%-ageﬁeieS-Eav#ng—éurisdiétien
by-law- w*th»respeet-te-the~prepesed aetavaty-and te-persens- whe-have-requested '
sueh- reae?ts— ; :_ = {,f;
{b)—fExeepﬁ-fe?-deeumeats-determ#nedéte-be-aft?adénseéret—pu%suant¥te' | W'
Sections-01000-et-seass-of-Titie-17;-California-Administrative- Codes-erdoeuments
e%herwise—exemﬁtffram;diée#esure;pursuant—té—the—Pub%#e-Reeards-Aet*{eev-—ﬁéﬁe§
5ees—-6259-et-5eq J—-eep%es of-decuments- revaewed-an-eenneetaeﬂ~with the .
eensaderai*en—ef—*ssnes daseassed~1n staff—reparts--and-wvatten eemments reee1?ed

_-f?am-interested~perscns~-sha%% ba- made—ava*%ab%e-farfﬂnspection and—copyang npon

feqﬂest-

S 210- -



opportund W- For-d n-teres.ted. persons-1o.. re.waw. a:LcL mment— %pea— s—ta#- repords-

B prepﬁf‘ed—ﬁn-ﬂ{ems-fwwhac#&pubhc-he-&mwﬂs-w%eé-»J’h@m—tqee—requﬁd-v
7 by-Seetdion- H0001- -sha-Hmthemfare-dascmba--ﬁm-mnner Jn.uhama.s-taf.f.rap:mtr' .
may- be-obtained: for- review and-comments-and- generai- -Strbjec‘t-ma‘t‘be-r*a'dﬂ-ress%
. -m--the--S-ta-f-f--r&por-t-and--the-sp%4$4€—5tafaf-persen-¢o—¥#rea}--t*}e-reqe&e&t -‘Fert—a— o
cop%and-any—comem-sbau be-addm-ssed- | o _
o A{d)-- -I-tr--‘ls--thenpo-]-lca&-af--th&s—ta—te—baa#d—-te--prﬁpare—s—ta«f«fmrepar«ts—qwa

nanner- -ean-sq-s—ten-t-m-th— uxeenwroama-weteetaen-wposes— of- -thes-tate— |
board's- regilatory- -p-rogram- and- with- -the-goa—ls—and— poh{:aes- of- -the— -Ea%-afarﬂ-}
-En-vqmmen-ta%&uah-ty-#e—t—-(%%—-?abhc— -Reseme-s— €ﬁde-5e€-tmﬂs~ 23080~ et-—seéh = .
.Ihewe-f%-a—?—]— -sta—f—f—qmpaﬂ‘s-» sha-]-l- eentaqn— & éescﬁptaan- of- the -prr-e-pased- ﬁ'ﬁ“t"fﬂﬂ
‘ and-qﬂ-a-seﬂa-ra-te—see-tqeﬂ-,—en—a-ssessm ﬁ-aﬂ-taeapa{ed—s-!gm-ﬂﬁaﬂ-t -Iﬂﬁgbﬁr 4
shert- -term—adverse- envivonmental- ampaets- asseeaa-‘tael— m-th- the— pmpased-ae{-wn
-aﬂd-a-sueeqae-t—a»a-lysqa—ﬁ--these-«mpaets———%’he—adwa*se—ampae:tﬁ—{a--be-ﬁﬂnsadered
-aa_re—d-wee-t—and—-md—wee%:—.g—f—feets—ﬂﬁ—ﬂaﬂd-,-_a-lﬁ-wa-te-m-aﬁd-ﬂﬁﬂemh—{aﬂdﬂdaﬂg _
energy—'su-pp-ljh or-t5e5~+1 aﬁ-,- fatnas- ff&ise—;- and ébf;efts— ef-#ﬁ stericor ﬁE'S'th‘&'t‘l'C
'sagm-fﬂe-aﬂce-)-—-il’he—-aﬂa~1ysas-sha-l-l add-ress-ﬂassabqe-ﬁﬂtaga-tﬂen—measm ﬁ'l"l'd ‘
.a%ema-t-i-ves--tﬂ--the-praf}esed-ae{wﬂ-&nd-awiw*eveﬁﬂHe—emﬁmnmarta-'! thﬁﬂges

erhgrwth-—mdaﬁﬂg—ﬂmpaets- | o '
| -(e-)--J‘he—-Exeeu—twe—O-f—f—we%sha:H pﬁsﬁﬁbe-wdehﬂes“fwmmbwsemeﬂt
-a-f—-the—ﬁ-ta‘te-beard-s-fest—ﬁf—ﬁaﬂm-]-'laﬂcem-th-svbsee-t-wn--(ﬂ-)—~-fﬂ-r~-the—4fe—f‘ma-t * o
ﬂf—staf-f—repe—rts—-and—saeh—atherhrela{ed-mmremrts—as-the—Eacew—t—we— G}f-f-mer S

deens- awwpﬁate- o S e ‘ S
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60005, Staff Reports. (a) Where a public hearing is required by law T

or where the action contemp1ated may have a significant_ effect on the'environmént,

a_staff report, together with. the progpsed rule, reguTatIOn order standard PR
3

or plan shall be prepared and pub11shed by the staff of the state board- |

For ru]emaking proceed1ngs governed by the Adm1n15trat1ve Procedure Act,
the_staff report shall be published at least 45 days before the date of the '

public héaring- For_all other such prooeedings the staff'report'shéT] bé-'i

published as ear1y as reasonab]y pract1cab1e;pr10r to the proceed1ng Staff

reports sha11 be avajlable for pub11c revxew and comment and shaT] be d1str1buted

~to all governmental agencies hav1ng,3ur15d1ctton bx_]aw over theAproposed

7y ' . ‘

activity and to persons who have requested such reports..

‘b)A-‘:" It is the po]1c1 of the state board to grepare staff reports in 1

a_manner consistent with the environmental protect1on‘purp05es of the state ;,j"

board’s regulatory program and with the goals and po11c1es of the Ca!1fbrn1a _ 'd

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA- Public Resources Code Sectwons 21000 et seq.).'

A1l staff reports shall conta1n a description of the progosed act1on an

assessment of anticipated s1gn1f1cant long or short term adverse and benef1c1a1

env1r0noenta1 1mpacts assoc1ated with the proposed act1on and a succ1nct

analysis of those 1mpacts. The analysis shall address fEas1b]e m1tagat1on

measures and feasible a]ternat1ves to the proposed act:on wh1ch would substant1a]1y

reduce any significant adverse impact 1dent1f1ed

Note: Authority cited: Sections 39600 and 39601. Health and Safetv rndp .
Reference: Sect1on 21080 5 Pub]lc Resources Code. o Loenll s
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SQQQB--—EHV+PeHmeREa4 A}EEPH&E%V&S--—Aﬁy aet+ea—¥er—wh4eh -a- Eub#%e hearan#
by the-staee~baard -$5- Pequived by ¥aw—-ev-$afvwh%eh -ar~ Exeeutave Q??+eer-pub§ae

hearing-er- eeHPent-per%ed-}s }}kew*se Fequ*red-—and far-wh*eh Sign%¥+eaa%*advefse
e -

envivermental-effeets-have-been- +deat}$+ed-dur%ng ~-the- hear%ng;—sha}}-ne% -be _1
appreved- er—adepteé as- prepesed 1r-there—are—ﬁeas&b%e-a}ternatives er-feas*bie;
m%twgacianeﬁeasures-avaaiab%e—wh%eh—weu%d-substantaa%}y-}essen~aay-sagn%€%¢antI 

'advepse-imgaet-whieh-%he—aetian-méy-have—éﬁ-?he?enviranménf—;-Fer—pﬁPﬁéses;é¥ é'“n
this- sabsee:&en—--fea5+b¥e--means-eapab}e-ef—be%ng«aeeampli5hed in- a—sueeess?ui

mannev-w%th?a—a-reasenab}e -peried- s¥-t}me-—tak*ng—%nte—aeeeuat eeanam%e; :f“'i s

env+ranmenea}--seeia4—-aad %eehnelag¥ea1 faetars—-and—eens*sten%—w*th the-stat%

beard—s }eg+51ac%ve}y-mandated resaens*b*%%t*es—and-duties—-

Adopt._-
60006. Environmental Alternatives. Any action or proposal for which

‘ , i
significant adverse environmental impacts have been identified,during the i

review process shall not be'approved or-adopted.as'proposed if there are feasib]e

mltlgatlon measures or feasible alternat1ves ava11ab1e which would substant1a1ﬂy

-reduce such adverse 1mpact‘ For purposes of this sectlon, "feasible" means

capable of being accomp11shed in a successful manner w1th1n a reasonabTe perlod

of time taking into account economic, env1ronmenta1, soc1al, and techno1og1ca1

factors, and consistent with the state board s 1eg1s]at1ve1y mandated

responsibilities and duties.- -

'Note. Authority cited: Sections 39600 and 39601 Health and Safety Code. S
REferEnCP.: QFrf‘mn ?]an R Duh]'lc Dnccurcar rc,an .
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92r~-Stats-BQard Raspense-tg Enulngnmental ASSQSSmant-__(a}--lf o ?
cgmren.s-a:e-rese*ved-at-a State-bgard publxs—hear;ng-gn—by-wr;ttgn_ccmmun;cation
prior-to-such-hearing- Felat*ﬂs~t9-s¢gu1£;cant-envxronmantal ;ssues-raxsed-by the
prepesed-bgasd-astxenr-the stafﬁ of-the- state-boand—shall—summap;zaaand uaspgnd
:tg -tha-comments-at-the- publxs-hearzng-gf the-state—baa:d,-e;thep-orally-gp 1n-a
supple ertal-written-report.--Final- ast%an-on-any ppgposal £9F-wh¢ch sxgn;ﬁxcant.
advensa—env;pgnmental—eﬁﬁests-have bean-;dent;ﬁmed«shall ;ncludg-a.wp;ttgn

" raspensa-to.-sigpificant- enu;panm@ntal-pa;nts-pa}sed-dunlng—the-haapzng,«a1thsn]-

ip-a-rormal-reselution-of-the- state-beard-ep-ethsn-wpxtten-statamant-adopted
by-the-state- beardr—-Ihe-wr}tten-nesponse-must-be approved-hy-tha state-boavd
EEfGFe-'*ﬂal action-is- taken,-ep-the-state-board-may-delegate*to-the Executmue %"
fo;sap-the-:a;psns;b11;ty-f9r appwev;ng tho-wpxttan»responsa,-and for taklng_wi-
action-conrsistent-therewith, S _ 7;"1:f ,f‘ KRR lrlf iﬁ
-{b}—-Ratise»efhtbe-deeisien-ef;theastata-bgahd~aﬁ4aayﬁac;ian-?aqqiuadyigiri:
be—taken-at-a—pkblia—hearingnand-invalving—the-adeptién;-;ﬁqn&mantacr;répéal;ofL:
.a-rule,-pagulatien,aepdep-aF-standépd,-shéll-heéfiieé;with-Seérétany;éi-the :
Ressunses-Agansy,-to~be-pes£ed-fep-public-in5pa§tion-fot-a;éeriﬁdfef-SG*days-r; _
| 5@998.-Executiué-@ffisep-Raspgnse-té;ﬁhviégnmenfal-Aisqs#ﬁnat--;(a}--lf- | o
comments~ralating-to- sigﬁifiaant-anvirgnméntal issués éaisaﬂsb} ﬁha bnepésédi
action-are-raseived-ak- Exssutive- folsQF-publxc-hear;ng on-dun;ng-a-cemmant
period-pending-rule-making- actxen-by the- Execut%ue-@ff;cep,-tbe-staff-af tba
state-bosrd-shall-prapare,-and-the-Exacutive- Offlcen-shall apppova“and-xssue,

-wnlttan-paspansa-to tha-comment s befops-f;nal-act:en-xs taken-

{b)--ﬂeaxce-af tha-das;sxgn-ef-the Exacut;ue-Offlce:-on~any actlon 1nvolv1dg
thae- adgptzgn,-amendment-gn-:epaal of. a-wula,-:agulat;nn,-o:dan;or;standard-shalq
be-f;led-wz;h-tbe-Secnata:y_qf-thg-ﬂeseupcos-Agency,-tg-beupostedffar-publzc‘.;l,:

inspestion-for-a-peried-0f-30-days. "'.1" ',f-°i1'~,'  37; L Qj']f;i 
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. ‘regulation adopted by it fora Tocal district.

60007. Response to-Envirqnméntal'Assessment {a) If comments ara,

received during the evaluation process which raise Significant environmentaﬁ

issues associated with theuproposed action, the staff shal] summarlze

and respond to the comments e1ther oral]y or in a supplementa? wrltten report

Prior to taking final action on any proposa1 for wh1ch s‘gn1f1cant env1ronmen

ta]

issues have been ra1sed the dec1510n maker shall approve 2 wr1tten response

to each such 1ssue.

{b) Notace of the f1na1 act1on and the written response to sagnzf1cant

env1ronmental issues ralsed sha]] be f11ed w1th the Secretahy of the Rnsourcé

S

Agency for public 1n$pect10n.y- n ‘_'i. .f_v‘ S ‘r“w,'al‘ »n-;'lf

‘Note: Authority cited:  Sections 39600 and'39601 Health and Safety Code-_
' Reference: Section 21080 5 Pub]]c Pe50urces Co '

60008.1- Loca] Dlstrxct—Enﬁareeaen: ard Amendment of Regu]at1ons
Adopted by State Board. (a) Any pregran-er psr%%en-thereef—ev—rale-ar
regulazaen-whaeh the-atate beard- adepts -for-a~ dastpaet--pursuant te Hea}th and

Safety-Ceode-Sectian- 49451-9?-44594»-5ha11 be- enfereed-by-the- dastr+e% -as- lang ‘

'as—sueh-pregran-av-rule-er—reguiataan—reaa+ns—an—e¥¥eet- For one year after
- the state board's adoption for a district. of any program or port1on thereof or.

rule, or regulation, any amendment by a district pursuant to its own regulat1ons,

of such program or portion therof or rule, or regulat1on, sha]] not be effect1ve

for any purpnse unless and unt11 ‘the state board f1nds that such amendment w111

ambient air quality standards. The state board may at any t1me by reso]ut1on

adopted either on its own motion or at the request of an affected'dlstr1ct, exemp

from the provisions of this section any program or portion thereof or rule, or |

215~

i

not interfere w1th the dtstr1ct 3 ab111ty to achieve and ma1nta1n the state s an




. (b) Upon amendment by a d1str1ct | within the one—year period prowded in |
paragraph {a}, of a program or porttcn thereof or rule, or regu}at1on, adopted fbﬁ]
1t by the state board ‘the district shall f11e such amendment w1th the Eeneral -
Counse] of the state board accompanled by a request for review pursuant to th}s _
sect1on Nuthxn thirt (30) days of such f11ing, the board's execut1ve off1cer :

-shall. rev1ew the amendment for the purpose of'mak1ng the state board f1nd1n9 '

~set forth in paragraph (a). In the. event the executxve officer finds that the

amendments do not satisfy the requ1rements of paragraph {a), the exeCutive

officer shal] not1fy the district in wr1t1ng of such finding and set forth the :
.-_ pec1f1c reasons therefor Uniess the executive officer so nottfles the dwstrwt
within the thlrty-day per1od spec1f1ed here1n, the state board shall be. deemed

to have made the finding set forth 1n paragraph (a) of this sectjon.

(c) The determination .of the executive officer pursuant to paragraph-(b)g'
. of this section shall be reviewable by the state board pursuant to Health-ard

Safety ~Code-Secetion- 395}5459 2Rd thegprocedures set forth in Sect1ons 60020 60023

i

of Title 17 of the California Administrative Code

| Note: Author1ty c1ted' Sect1ons 39600, 39601 and 41504 Hea]th and Safety CodeQ.
.. Reference: Sections 39002, 39500 39600 and 41500 Health and Safety Code.

69939-—-Pet}tren-fer Bpard- Revmew-ef Exesutlve Qiftcer_Actlons,

. Fime- fer—Fr?rng---Ga}—-Any affeeteé-member-ef the-publ;e,-afﬁeet@d air- pollutzon '
) centra} dr&tr%et--ar-des+gaated atp- qualaty plann;ng agensy-may pet;tlon the '

state-baard-te-review-any- aetaen taken~by the- exeaut;ve effxser-re}atang~te~

S

any-ef-the-folloning: : _ __1_,” Y _5.-a:1‘.-:”, )lp<_;f _1";« :

{})--aetien-taken-pursuant-te-Seetien-4D451-(review-efuaGtian~9r;fai1ure -;-
'to-act-by-the-SEAQHQ—Beard I35~ Seetaen-494€§ (rev;ew—ef—tbe-SCAQMD-aar;qualzty
| . p-lan-);—Sectaon—44593—{e5tab4ashment—ef—a basinwide-ai r-pei-lutaenucentrol pJan_),
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' aﬂd—-Seet—xﬂ-n—MGGa—-(-r‘ewsqen—ef—a—m5{r4€t~pregranb:te—amp-}enm-t—-the-b-asamde e

- Section-41594-{establishment- e$~a~ﬁ¥egrama rBJESx—BP-F9§H43t49“5‘f9"a dJStrjckgv LT

and—Sectaaﬂ-4%595-{a553mﬁ%ieﬂ of- the-eaforcement- ﬁﬂhoFS efla d4st¥4€tés~ :
{ﬁi--ordefs-assueé-ﬁursuaat—%s—Seetaaa-4459?—{revqew—e#la-basqande-cenfial
tﬂan‘fof‘121ﬁ31ﬂﬁ‘{ﬁﬁﬂﬁhﬂfﬂﬁbaﬁd-ﬁﬂiﬁ{ﬁiﬂmNAAQ593 Seetqsn-AJ602-{:eqaewaof;

basipwide-contrel- fﬂaﬂ—fﬂf&fequqEWF%x»aehaeve-and~ma4ntaqnﬁstate-standardsé, |

control- fﬂﬂﬂ%ﬂ-iﬁﬁ# : A L
{33- amﬂﬂfwh1xﬁxﬁhi&ﬂ!ﬂﬁﬁﬂ%4§k§kﬁﬂaiwakiﬂéE%h 445541-an*L4u€guL4¢zHHeWLeuuL‘_

fﬁwasatﬁhfﬂifﬁﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁ*ﬁﬁﬂi iﬂﬁ&k{ﬂiﬁﬁkixkiHHkH%&iKHEﬂ%ﬂ%G@rwqiﬁk4#&%41MRH#1HNN$LB- S
_ 1ﬂiiﬂmr{Hfﬁﬁr4H+=4kﬂﬂ« 7 “ R U :
| (- 4¥b~fan#r1mﬂﬁ4afmrﬁws¢ {Hk*%KKH%%KL*&P4#!&4HEH151KRH¥L-{HB-Ji’EEHJWK%» "'ff ’_'

1ﬂﬁﬁmﬁﬂ4ﬁﬂ}fHP%HHEH‘4#EHP4#H143F{E%H-{kaﬁi4WQHP4?E¥{kHEF{ﬂ:4#”*€H4”4”F50“9ht |
‘to-be reviened: ' AR
| - 4¥nrfﬁﬁ~1x¥Fhﬁfﬂﬂr1xxﬁﬁwﬂ-<hfnaqfﬂhriFH'{ﬂxgq4ap1ﬁkﬂﬂ¥ﬂg}igxyuahxn~
ﬂﬁm%xﬂ~1H;iﬁmr1nﬁfknrfﬁﬁ¥FF 1nnxr4menfﬁpngy+wﬂjy4#&}4xﬁnxkéuxn%§xnguxﬁ’4L~-
#ﬂﬂﬂﬂiﬂrﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁr4%n~fﬁHﬁfxr{Hiir£¢e0+fH}4B&xaﬁﬂa&+<ﬂﬁh<mw~fxﬁnixh kx&;myﬁkul .i{f

Tmﬂﬂtx?17F1ﬂhﬂ?1h§b?0ﬂ“at'%he"tHW?‘HE‘HF4EH&Hh

Article 2. State Board Review of Execut1ve 0ff1cer Actions

60020. Petition. (a} A pet1t1on to “the state board for rev1ew of act1on

taken by the executive officer re]atlng to the matters set forth in Hea]th anﬂ

Safety Code Section 39515(c) must be reteived by the state board or'pcstnarked

no later than thirty 130) days from the date of the act1on sought to be reviewed.

(b) Any air pollution control district, a1r qua11ty p]annlng agen;y, cr :_

member of the public sha]], upon wr1tten request to the Board Secretary, be

mailed notice of such executive officer action at the t1me-1t‘1s taken, -

Note: Authority cited: Sections 39690 and 30001, ”°=]th and Safety Code
Reference Section 30515 Health and Safety Code SR
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_ . . 60021. Scheduling of Bcerd Review; Pr-ocedure 'for'Stay. (a) Uaon :
rece1pt of a petition for rev1ew of an Executlve Uff1cer actxon, the matter_eL?
‘shall be placed on the agenda of the next regularly schedu!ed board meeting |
to take p}ace at least ten (]0) days fellow1ng recetpt of the pet1t1on, P
notice shall be promptly ma1]ed to the pet1t10ner and to aI] part1es who
participated in any Execut1ve 0ff1cer hearing on the actldn belnq rev1ewed
(b) The Executlve Officer act1on sha]l remaln in fu!] force and effect p
pending state board review unless pet1t1on for revxew demonstrates to the ”
sat1sfact1on of the Executive 0ff1cer that a stay of’ the ect1on is needed to
. prevent 'trreparab}e 1nJury to “the pubhc or an affected member thereof If‘,'-'
B in its initial conswderat1on of a pet1t1on for revxew, the board does not take ,

final act1on on the pet1t1on or at any other t1me, the board may, at the

request of the p»t1t1oner or on its own mot1cn, grant a stay of the Execut1ve

. Officer action pending final board actwn ' 7 o | ,
M ~ {¢) The board or the Execut1ve Offtcer sha11 have the power, on a 5how1n%
- of good cause by the pet1t1oner, to cont1nue the hear1ng on the petition to thﬁ'

next regularly scheduled board meetlng fo]low1ng the meet1ng at wh1ch the :

petition is or1g1na11y schedu]edfbr-hear1ng.

Note: Authority cited: 'Sectioes 39600 and 39601 Hea]th and Safety Code.

Reference: Section 39515, Health and Safety Code i

"’ 60022. Record Before the State Board. (a) iThe state beard Sha1] rerew 7
the executive officer action based upon (1) the record on wh'lch the executwe
efﬁcer action was based and {2) the contents of the petltmn(s) requestmg‘

state board rewew. Addi tmnaﬂy, where the state board determmes that

additional evidence is necessary to .its rewew of the actmn of the executwe _ ' '

officer, it may con51der such new e\ndence, provwded that a‘H mterested persohs : :

. who participated in any proceedmg before the executwe ofﬂcer are gwen at |

least flfteen (15} days to respond to any ev1dence accepted by the board. An_y

10



person desiring the baérd to consider*new evidence sha]i_sﬁbmit such evidence_ _fi :

~in writing no 1ater than‘three (3) days pfior'to fhé héariﬁg. Where the executive

offxcer acted pur5uant to'a hear1ng, only persons who part1c1pated in the hearing ;';i“

may submit new ev1dence to the board.

(b) At the hearlng at wh1ch the ‘board con51ders the pet1t1on, the pet1t1oner'
shall be afforded the opportun1ty to comment in support af the petltaon. f\J L

Note: Author1ty cited: Sections 39600 and 39601, Health and Safetv Code
Reference: Sect1on 39515 Health and Safety Code.;

'éﬁéﬁgfg' 60023. State Board Act1on on ReV1ew.A Upon complet1ng 1ts review of the

execut1ve officer action, the state board may: i7

(]) affirm the action of the executlve off1cer, or
{2} set as1de or mod1fy the actlon of ‘the executive off1cer, or

- {3) direct the executive off1cer to take approprlate actlon as d1rected by

the state board

Note: Authority cited: Sections 39600 and 39661, Hea]th and Safety Code. e
-Reference: SECtIOH 39515, Health and Safety Code. .
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Item:

State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Response to Significant Environmental Issues

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
93000-83003.

~Agenda Item No: 81-19-2

Public Hearing Date: September 24, 1981

Response Date: September 24, 1981

Issuing Authcority: 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: ,gjﬁi:ggf}' ,4@2;4@u¢f3 RECEIVED BY

Date:

Board/ASecfetary ° Office of the Secretary

OCT 0 7 1981
/ﬁ/ 2/ W Resources Agency of California




W‘Gnlifnrnic

Memorandum

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

Decision of the Air
Resources Board |

From : Air Resources Bourd

Pursuant to Title 17, Secticn 60007(b), and in compliance with
Air Resources Board certification undev 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.

RECEIVED BY |

Office of the Secret;ary
ally Ru i
. BOARD SECRETARY 0CT 07 19§]

Resources Agency of Caiéform‘a

Attachments
Resolution 81-46

wlti on m-si . |



State of California
AIR RESQURCES 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 i
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 accepts
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 adminis-
trative procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for
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
as adopted by the Air Resources Board.

Sally Rump,%ard Secretary % |




State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ITEM NO: 81-22-2b.1
DATE: October 227 1981

ITEM: Research Proposal No. 1046-86 entitled "Visibility
Reduction as Related to Aerosol Constituents".

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution 81-62 approving Proposal No. 1046-
86 for funding in an amount not to exceed $170,284.

SUMMARY : Visibility reduction caused by air pollution, in
addition to being an aesthetic blight, is Tinked to |
acid precipitation and possible adverse health effects, 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 guality 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

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-aqtifact
occurrence in sulfate and nitrate particle analysis. |

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 effect
on light scattering by particles has been confounded |
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, ‘



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 sampiing errors still
further. !

The proposed objectives will be accompiished 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 visibility degradation
in California caused by excessive atmospheric concentra-
tions of aerosol particles,
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State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-63

October 22, 1981

WHEREAS, the Air Resources Board has-been directed to carry out an effecti
research program in conjunction with its efforts to combat air po]]ut1on
pursuant to Health and Safety Code Sections 39700 through 39705;

WHEREAS, an unsolicited research Proposal Number 1045-85(R) entitled, "He
Effects in Children Exposed to Vinyl Chloride" has been submitted by
Science Applications Inc., for an amount not to exceed $110,788;

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 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
authority granted by Health and Safety Code Section 39703, hereby accepts
the recommendation of the Research Screening Committee and approves the f

Proposal Number 1045-85(R) entitled, "Health Effects in Children
Exposed to Vinyl Chloride", subm1tted by Science Applications Inc.,
for an amount not to exceed $110,788, -

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer shall initiate adminis
procedures and execute all necessary documents and contracts for the rese
effort proposed in an amount not to exceed $66,044.

I certify that the above is a true and
correct copy of Resolution 81-63, as
adopted by the Air: Resources Board.

fecney

1ve

alth

the

ollowing:

trative
arch

Board Secretary ‘ 4




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 and]
glazing materials are common examples of products
fabricated from polyvinyl chloride (PVC). The pro-
duction of such PVC products from VCM has until recently
involved the release of large amounts of the monomer
and possibly dimer and trimer to the atmosphere.
These substances have been shown to include compounds|
that can cause cancer and other adverse effects in
humans ., |

The State of California (ARB), the US EPA and OSHA ha?e
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 large
quantities of VCM. The EPA and, more recently, the South
Coast AQMD have also been active at this facility,
attempting to reduce plant emissions to acceptable levels.

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 Tikely 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 completed.

Several interesting health observations, came out of
the pilot study. The two most intriguing were: 1) the
association of VCM exposure with major i1lness in
children of exposed mothers as well as with adverse
pregnancy outcomes and 2) the highly unexpected occuyrence
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.

|

|



Science Applications was to have completed an in-depth
investigation of health outcomes following VCM exposure
of this exposed cohort under EPA funding. The contract
was awaiting final signature by the Administrator, but
was disapproved at that point because of the recent %

Federal budget rescissions.

It is submitted to ARB in somewhat modified form. The
objectives of the currently considered study are:

1. 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 exposed
cohort as well as a carefully constituted control.

3. Conducting an in-depth evaluation of pregnancy cutcomes
in the exposed female group. Extensive efforts will
center on confirmation by the subjects' physicians
of the reported adverse outcome. The proponents i]so
intend to employ a better control cohort for comparison
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
entire 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
carc1nogen Information derived may also.be dlrectly‘
useful in regulating future sources of VCM.



State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-64
October 22, 198]

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, 1
notably the South Coast Air Basin;

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Sections 39003, 39500, 39602, and 41500
author1ze 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 may be necessary to execute the powers and duties granted to and
imposed upon the Board and to assist local air pollution control districts;

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act and Board regulations
require that an activity not be adopted as proposed if mitigation measures or
alternatives exist which would substantially reduce any significant adverse
environmental effects of the proposed activity, and further require the Board
to respond in writing to significant environmental issues raised;

WHEREAS, on October 22, 1981, the Board held a duly noticed public meeting to
hear and consider the ev1dence 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 N1trogen 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 contr1bute
to the formation of ozone and contribute significantly to concentrations
of nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 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 technolog1ca1ﬂy
feasible and cost-effective;

|



That the technologies anticipated to be used to meet the limitations of
the Suggested Control Measure will 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 Tikely to result
;rom the adoption and implementation of the Suggested Control
easure.

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. F
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is directed to forward the
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 reduce
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 d1str1ct 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.

Eai :I'y RumsBoars Secreta;‘y




/ 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 |
complies with the following emission limit:

3.1 1bs NOx/Ton of Clinker {averaged over 3 hours*)

For cogeneration installations, the emission Timit shall be based on the
following equation:

Cogeneration Based Emission Limit = Emission Limit x A

Where: A =1 + Electricity Cogenerated {Btu/hr)
Kiin Heat Input {(Btu/hrj}

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 wi th
conditions set forth by the Air Poltution Control Officer (APCO}, the
averaging time may be extended to 24 hours.

For the purpose of this rule, NOx shall be calculated as NO2 on a dry basis}

A1l emission determinations shall be made at as found conditions excluding
start-up, shutdown, or breakdown, and measured continuously using proposed ARB
Method 100 or equ1va1ent

The following equation shall be used to convert uncorrected volume parts pe?
million of NOx to pounds of NOx per ton of clinker produced at standard
conditions of 680F and 29 inches of mercury:

{ppmy NOx)(46 gram/mole)(1.56 x 10-7)(SDCFM) = 1bs NOx
(Ton/Hour of CTinker) Ton of Clinker

After January 1, 1984, the APCO shall, within 60 days of receipt of a petition,
conduct a pub11c hear1ng to review the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of
meeting the emission 1imit of 3.1 1bs 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 1imit to the extent supported by the evidence. The review shall also
assure that the cogeneration 1imits shall be consistent with the provisions|of
AB 1862 (Chapter 952, Statutes of 1981). |

Note: This suggested control measure is to be used for interim determ1nat1on of
Best Available Control Technology {BACT) only.


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 Cantrol 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 environmental effects. ?

Response: N/A

CERTIFIED: , :
Board Seffrétary !

Date: :ZZg!,a ZEEZ



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 coord1nat1ng
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 regional
authorities have primary responsibility for control of air pollution from all
sources other than vehicular sources, but that the Board shall, after ho1d1nb
public hearings, undertake control activities in any area wherein it
determines that the local or regional authority has failed to meet the
respons1b111t1es given to it by Health and Safety Code, Division 26, or by any
other provision of law;

WHEREAS, Health 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 and
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, th
Board finds that the rules and regulations or program of a district will not
Tikely 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;

F

")

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 41652 pravides that if the Board finds
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 tto
comply with such requirements;




WHEREAS, Clean Air Act Sections 110(a)(2) and 172(a)(1l) 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 as
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
quality 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
prov1s1ons as stringent as control measures adopted by other districts in the
state; !

WHEREAS, a Technical Review Group (TRG) consisting of representatives of local
air pollution control districts, EPA, and the ARB have developed a suggested
control measure to limit the solvent content of architectural coatings based
on several years of thorough investigation of the feasibility of reducing
solvent content;

WHEREAS, the TRG has reexamined on the basis of presently available evidence
the feasibility of meeting limitations of solvent of 350 grams per liter fon
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 manufactureris
that they possess the ability to produce nonflat or enamel paints that will
perform well and yet conform to a Timitation of 380 grams of VOC 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 VOC than occur with the use of :
solvent-based products;

WHEREAS, the Board has received testimony indicating that progress is be1ng
made to develop water-based nonflat paints that perform well in all
applications, and that some manufacturers have produced products that appear
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

-5



WHEREAS, the Board finds:

That emissions of YOC 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 VOC during the smog
season, or 12 percent of the emissions of VOC 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 lower
salvent 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 cutperform 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 1ikely result in
some product unavailability in the SCAQMD;

That the technology to produce high quality solvent-based nonflat
paints with VOC 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:




Does not require that architectural coatings used in the SCAB
reflect reasonably available control technology;

Would seriously compromise the abiTity 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 VOC 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.




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 Fe
a representative of the SCAQMD and one of whom shall be a representative of
the BAAQMD, three representatives of the paint industry, one representative of
painting contractors and one member of the Board, to evaluate the performance
of water-based nonflat paints and to make initial recommendations to the Board
and the districts via 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 where the performance of water-based products
is found to be inadequate.

I hereby certify that this is

a true and correct copy of
Resolution 81-65, as adopted by the
Air Resources Board.

Sally Rump ard Secretary




(a)(1)

(2)
o

Attachment A
SCAQMD Rule 1113

(As Revised by The Air Resources Board on October 21, 1981)

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)

(B)

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 1in

section (a}(2}; or

is recommended for use as a bituminous pavement sealer

unless it is an emulsion-type coating.

The provisions of section (a){(l) shall not apply to any

architectural coating which, at the time of sale or manufacture:

{A)

(B)

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

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,




(b)

(c)

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.

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.

(R)

(8)

(C)

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.

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.

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 abTe to manufacture




(2)

coatings that will comply with the provisions of this
rule by September 2, 1984. The reports must describe
with specificity the steps which the business has
undertaken and will undertake to manufacture complying
coatings, and the timing of such steps.

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 timited

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 which are not exempt from
this rule; and

(E) other information necessary to document that the
business is not an affiliate of another business
concern which would not be considered a small business
for the purposes of this rule shall also be provided by

the Executive Officer.




(d)

(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.

The provisions of section (a) shall not apply to the following

coatings manufactured prior to September 2, 1983.

{1)

(2)

{3}

architectural coatings supplied in containers having

capacities of one liter or less;

traffic coatings applied to public streets and highways;

however, this exemption shall not extend to traffic coatings

applied to other surfaces, including but not Timited to

curbs, berms, driveways and parking lots.

architectural coatings recommended by the manufacturer for

use solely as a:

{A) varnish, lacgquer, or shellac

(B) semitransparent stain

(C) opaque stain on bare redwood, cedar, mahogany, and
douglas fir

(D} primer, sealer, or undercoater

(E) wood preservative

(F} fire retardant coating

(G) tile-like glaze coating



(e)

(f)

(g)

{(h)

(H) waterproofing coating, except bituminous pavement
sealers

(I) industrial maintenance finish

(J) metallic pigmented coatings

(K} swimming pool coating

(L) graphic arts coatings

(M} mastic coatings

(N) multicolored coatings
Containers for all coatings subject to section (a) 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.
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.
In any instance where more than one of the standards set forth in
section (a) of this rule may be applicable, the most restrictive
standard shall apply.
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




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 é
of crude petroleum o0ils, 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 which such a coating has been
applied, or
(B) resist ignition when exposed to high temperature, or
(C) 1insulate a substrate to which such a coating has been
applied and prolong the time required to reach ignition

temperature.



(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

Flat Coatings

Coatings which register gloss less than 15 on an 850 meter
or less than five on a 600 meter, or which is labeled as a
flat coating.

Graphic Arts Coatings

Coatings which are marketed solely for application to indoor
and outdoor signs and include lettering enamels, poster
colors and bulletin colors.

Industrial Maintenance Finishes

High performance coatings which are formulated for the
purpose of heavy abrasion, water immersion, chemical,
corrosion, temperature, electrical or solvent resistance.
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.
Metallic Pigmented Paints

Non-bituminous coatings which are formulated with metallic
pigment.

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.



(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

Non-ftlat Coatings
Coatings which register gloss of 15 or greater on an 859

meter or five or greater on a 600 meter, and which is

identified on the label as a gloss, semigloss, or eggshell

enamel coating.

Opaque Stains

A1l stains that are not classified as semitransparent
stains.

Primers

Coatings which are intended to be applied to a surface to
provide a firm bond between the substrate and subsequent
coats.

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.

Semi transparent Stains

Coatings which are formulated to change the color of a
surface but not conceal the surface.

Tile-like Glaze Coatings

Coatings which are formulated to provide a tough,
eXxtradurable coating system, which are applied as a
continuous (seamless) high-build film and which cure to a
hard glaze finish,

Undercoaters

Coatings which are designed to provide a smooth surface for

subsequent coats.



{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.



Item:

State of California
Air Resources Board

Response to Significant Environmental Issues
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

Response: The evidence does not support this claim. The amended rule wi]ﬂ -

other commenters claimed that the rule as proposed would
result in increased VOC emissions.

reduce YOC 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‘'s action.
This provision exempts certain solvents of Tow photochemical
reactivity (1,1,1-trichloroethane, methylene chloride and
trichlorotrifluoroethane) which are under study for possible
toxic 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 therefaore it is not expected

that a significant adverse environmental effect will result

from their exemption. If evidence arises which demonstrates an
increase in the use of these solvents, the South Coast District
can consider eliminating the exemption.

CERTIFIED: )4% M
Bo#rd Secretary

Date:

10 /2. 575/




State of California
AIR RESOUWRCES BOARD

Resolution 81-68
November 19, 1981

Agenda Item No.: 81-24-2

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;

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

WHEREAS,  Section 43100 of the Health and Safety Code authorizes the Board to
certify new motor vehicles; |

WHEREAS, Section 43102 of the Health and Safety Code provides that no new
motor veh1c1e 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 are
standards and procedures with which all new motor vehicles must comply;

WHEREAS, Title 13, California Administrative Code (CAC), Section 1960.1
presently establishes a 50,000-mile oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emission standard
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 vehicles
in 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
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
1arger EIH class;

WHEREAS, Title 13, CAC, Section 1960.1 presently establishes optional

100, 000-m11e NOx emission standards for 1983 and subsequent model years of 1 0
/m1 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 EIH class; ‘
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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 larger
EIW classes to 1983 and subsequent years, subject to a seven-year/75,000-mixe
recall;

WHEREAS, several manufacturers of diesel-powered passenger cars, light-duty
trucks and medium=duty vehicles (0-3,999 pounds EIW) have petitioned the Board
to reconsider the present 1983 and subsequent years optional 100,000 mile 1.0
g/mi NOx standard based upon the asserted lack of technological capab111ty 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/mi (4,000-5,999 pounds EIW) and 2.0 g/mi (6,000 pounds and larger EIW)
NOx 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 envirommental impact be |
adopted as originally proposed if feasible alternatives or mitigation measures
are available;

WHEREAS, a public hearing and other administrative proceedings have been held
in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act
(Govermnment Code, Title 2, Division 3, Part 1, Chapter 3.5);

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 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 NOx 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,
1ight-duty trucks, and medium=duty vehicles (0-3,999 pounds EIW) by
1984;

That there are technological problems associated with diesel-powered
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-powerd 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 economic 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 weight 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 economically 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 Exhaust |
Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 198l and Subsequent Model Passen&er
Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and Medium-Duty Vehicles" as set forth in Attachment B
hereto. f

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board confirms 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 light-duty trucks
and medium-duty vehicles.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board confirms 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 vehicles.

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 [/




Attachment A

Amend Section 1960.1, Title 13, California Acministrative Code, to read
as follows: :

1960.1. Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures - 1981 and
Subsequent liodel Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks, and Medium-Duty
Venicles.

" (a) The exhaust emissions from new 1981 and subsequent model passenger
cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty vehicles, subject to reg1strat1on
gnd sold and registered in this state, shall not exceed

30 GO0 MILE EXHAUST EMISSION STQ\D RDS
(grams per mile)

Equivalent : : '
Inertia . - g . Oxides of
odel- Vehicle Weight Non-Fethane Carbon Nitrogen
Year Type {1) (ibs.) (2} Hydrocarbons{3) Monoxide QNOQZQG)
1921 PC ATl (0.41) 3.4 1.0
PC(4) A1l 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7
LBT,MDY  0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0
LDT,MDV  4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5
HDV 6000 & larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0
1982 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4
PC(4) Al 0.39 (0.4%1) 7.0 0.7
LDT, MDY 0-3999 0.39 {0.41) 9.0 1.0
LDT,MDV ~ 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5
MDV 6000 & targer 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0
1983 & PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4
C (5) A1l 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7
Subsequent LDT,MDY ~ 0-3998 0.39 (0.41) . 9.0 0.4
LDT, MDY | |
(5) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0
LDT,MDV - 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.0
MDV €000 & larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 1.5



100,00C MILE EXRAL \J EMISSTON STARDARDS
' (grams cer mile)

Equivalent

Inertia _ ‘Oxides of
Model - Vehicle Weight . Non-Methane Carbon ‘MNitrogen
Year - Type (1) (1bs.) (2}  Hydrocarbons(3) Monoxide {No,) (6)
1981~ PC (Optien 1) AN 0.39 (7) 3.4 1.5
PC (Option 2) A1l 0.46 (7) - 4.0 1.5
LDT MOV ' ' -
(Option 1) 0-3599 0.39 (0.41) (7) ~9.0 1.5
LDT MDY : :
(Option 2) 0-3959 0.46 (7) 10.6 1.5
LDT,MDY '
Option 1 4003-593% 0.5C {0.30) (7) 9.0 2.0
MOV Option 1 6000 & larger (.60 (0.60) (7) 9.0 P2.3
1932 PC (Option 1) Al 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.5
PC (Option 2) All 0.46 : 8.3 1.5
LOT, MDY '
{Option 1) 0-39299 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5
LOT, MDYV , ‘
(Option 2) 0-3939 0.46 10.6 1.5
LDT MDY : ,
OCptign 1 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 2.0
MDY Cption 1 6000 & larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.3
1983-4- PC (Option 1) AT 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1:0 1.5
Subse- PC (Opticn 2) A1 0.46 ‘ 8.3 L 30 T1.5
guert LOT MDY ' . T
- (Option 1) 0-3959 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.0 1.5
LDT ,MDV :
(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1:61.5
LDT,MDV »
Cption 1 4000-5999 0.50 {0.50) 9.0 15 2.0
MDV Option 1 6000 & larger 0.60 {0.60) 9.0 . 2.0
1984 & PC Option 1 All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0
Subse~  PC Option 2 ATl 0.46 - 8.3 1.0
quent LDT, MOV 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 3.0 1.0
(OE__onv}l_ -
LT, M0V 0-3999 0.46 10.6 1.0
{Option 2) T -
LDT MDYV 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5
“Option1 .20 352
MDY Option 1 6000 & larger 0.60 (Q;EQJ, 9.0 2.0

(1} "PC" means passenger cars.

"LDT" means light-duty trucks.

"MDY" means medium—duty vehicles,
(2) Equivalent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph 40 CFR 86.129-79(a)
(3) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons.



(4} The second set of passenger car standards is optional. A manufacturer must
select either the primary or optional sets of ngndards for its full product
line for the entire two-year period.

(5) This set of standards for 1983 and later model veh1c?es is optional. A
manufacturer may choose to certxfy to these optional standards pursuant
to the conditions set forth in Section 19560.15,

(6} The maximum projected emissions of oxides of nitrogen measured on the federal
Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600, Subpart B) shall be not
greater tnan 1.33 times the applicable passenger car standards and 2.00 times
the applicable light-duty truck and medium-duty venicle standards shown in
the table. Both the projected emissions and the HYFET standard shall be
rounded to the nearest 0.1 gm/mi before being compared.

(7) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with progected 50,000 mile

. _evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gn/test, an adjustment to the hydrocarb
exhaust emission standards may be gran,ed by Lhe Executive Officer. The
adjusted standard will be calculated using the following formu]a-i

HCex = .75 (.185 - [{Di+3.3 Hs) + (29.4)]) + HC0

Wnere: |

Hcex = adjus;ed exhaust hydrocarbon stendard

HCO = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard

Di = | diurna]_evaporative emnissions

Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions. ’

(b} The test procedures for determining compliance with these standards
-are set forth in "California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for
1981 and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks, and Medium-Duty
Venicles" adopted by the Air Resources Board on November 23, 1976, and as
Tast amended Haj 205-1981 November 19, 1981.

{(c) With respect to any new vehicle required to comply with the standards
set forth in paragraph (a), the manufacturer's written maintenance instructions
for in-use vehicles shall not reguire scheduied maintenance 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 viclation.

{d} Any vehicle required to comply with the standards set forth in paragraph
(a) which is subject to a standard set by federa) law or regulation contro]]1ng
enissions of particulate matter must conform t0 such standard.



NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 39600 and 39601, Health and Safety
Code. Reference: Sections 43013, 43100, 43101, 43704 and 43106, Health
and Safety Code. ' ' :

HISTORY:

1. New section filed 6-13-78; effective thirtieth day thereafter
(Reglster 78, No. 24).

2.  Amendment of subsection {b) filed 2-9-79 as an emergency;
effective upon filing (Register 79, No. 6). .

3. Certificate of Comp]iance 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 w1th1n 120 days or emergency ]anguage wll} be
repealed on 2-5-81.

6. Certificate of Compliance as to order 10-7-80 filed 1-28-81
(Register 81, No. 5). ;



Attachment B
Prbposed

State of California
AIR RESQURCES BOARD

Note: These procedures are printed in a style to fndica?e‘the adopted
changes. New text is underlined and deleted portions are noted.

CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES
FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT HODEL

PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT-DUTY

TRUCKS, AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES

Adopted: MNovember 23, 1976
Adopted: ODecember 14, 1976
Amended: May 26, 1977
Amended: June 8, 1977
Amended: June 22, 1977
Amended: September 20, 1977
Amended: January 15, 1978
Amended: #Harch 1, 1978
Amended: April 10, 1978
Amended: May 24, 1978
Amended: February 9, 1975
Amended: Fay 22, 1979
Amended: ®March 5, 1980
Amended: lMarch 26, 1980
Amended: Auycust 27, 1980
Amended: August 28, 1930
Amended: December 2, 1930
Fwended: lMay 20, 1981
Amended: Fovember 19, 1981



CALIFORNIA EXHAUST EMISSION
STANDARDS AND TEST PROCEDURES
FOR 1981 AND SUBSEQUENT
MODEL PASSENGER CARS, LIGHT- D”_Y TRUCKS |
AND MEDIUM-DUTY VEHICLES

The provisions of Subparts A and B, Part 86, Title 40, Code of Federal
Regulations, as they existed on April 15, 1978, are hereby adopted as
the California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1981 :
and Subsequent Model Passenger Cars, Light-Duty Trucks and ¥edium-Duty
Vehicles, with the following exceptions and additions:

1.

Applicability

a. These test procedures are appliceble 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.

Reculations concerning EPA hearings, EPA inspections, specific

]

language on the Certificate of Conformity, evaporative emissions,

high-altitude vehicles and testing, and heavy-duty engines and
vehicles shall not be applicable to these procedures, except
where specifically noted.

Definitions

a. "Administrator" means the Executive Officer of the Air Resourcés
Board. : :
b. "Certificate of Conformity” means Executive Order certifying

vehicles for sa]e in California.

C. "Certification" means certification as dexlned in Sectwon
39018 of the Health and Safety Code.

d. "Passenger car" means any motor Ven1c]e designed primarily for
transportation of persons and having a capac1ty of twelve
persans or less.



"Heavy-duty engine" means an engine which is used to propel a
heavy-duty vehicle,

"Heavy-duty vehicle" means any motor vehicle having a manu-

- facturer's gross vehicle weight rating greater than &,000

Test

pounds, except passenger cars,

"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.

"Mediumn-duty vehicle" means any heavy-duty vehicle having a

manufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating of 8500 pounds or |
less. ' : ?

Procedures

In order to demonstrate compliance with a non-methane hydrocarbon
emission standard, hydrocarbon emissions shall be measured in:
accordance with the "California Non-Methane Hydrocarbon Test

-~

Procedures.

- Durability data submitted pursuant to subparagraph 86.078-

23{f) may be from vehicles previously certified by EPA or ARB.

The requirenments in subparagraph 86.078-28{a)(4)(i)(B} (durability
vehicles must meet emission standards) refer, for each pollutant,
to the highest of either the federal or California emission
standards. ' '

In paragraph 86.079—2].(App?ication-fdr certification), amend
subparagraph (b)(5) to read: :

(5) A statement of maintenance and procedures consistent with
the restrictions imposed under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)(1},
necessary to assure that the vehicles (or engines) covered by .
a certiticate of conformity in operation in normal use conform
to the regulations, and a description of the program for
training of personnel for such maintenance, and the equipment
required.



e. In paragraph 86.078-25 (Maintcrance):

1.
(1)

Amend subparagrapn (a)(1)} to read as follows:

Scheduled maintenance on the engine, emission control
system and Tuel system of durability vehicles shall,
unless otherwise provided pursuant to paragraph (&)
(5)(111) be restricted as set Torth in the fo]]ow1ng
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 int2rveis no mare thQUEﬂt
than indicated:

(1) Drive belts on engine accessories (tension .
- adjustment only); (30,000 miles).

(2) valve lash (15,000 niles).
(3) Spark plugs (30,000 miies).
(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 Tor sensor maintenance
at the mileage point.

(6) Choke (cleaning or lubrication only); (36,000 |
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
will be performed on vehicles in use.



h

(B) for diesel-powered vehicles, maintenance shall be -
restricted to the follewing items at intervals no
more freguent 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
reguired.

(i1) 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 zn
the manufacturer's maintenance instructions.

(ii11) 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 exhaast gas
recirculation system).

(3) Delete subparagraph (a)(4) {Service of catalytic
converter). '

In paragfaph 86.078-38 (Maintenance instructions):

1.  Amend subparagraph (a) to read:



(a) The manufacturer shall furnish or cause to be

furnished to the purchaser of cach new motor vehicle

(or moter 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)(1), except that the .
instructions may, subject to approvel 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 gperation of the vehicle in use.

In addition to any maintenance which may be required pursuant
to the preceding paragraph, the instructions may also recommend
such inspections, maintenance, and repair as may be reasonable
and necessary for the proper functioning of the vehicle and
its emission control systems. If the instructions recommend
rmaintenance in addition to that which may be required pursuant
to the preceding paragraph, they shall distinguish clearly
betviean required and recommended maintenance.

2. Amend subparagraph (c){1) to read:

(1) Such instructions shall specify the pervtormance
of all scheduled maintenance performed by the manu-
facturer under subparagraph 86.078-25(a)}(1}.

If the instructions specify reccmmended maintenance as
well as reguired 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 856.078-25(a)(1).

If the ipnstructions specify recommended maintenance
as well as required maintenance, they shall distipguish
clearly between the two.



Anend subvaragraph 86.078-29(a)

instructions) to read;

{(Submission of maintenance

(a) The manufacturer shall provide to the Adninistrator,
‘no later than the time of the submission required by

paragraph 86.078-23 a2 copy of the maintenance instructions

which the manufacturer proposes to supply to the ultimate
purchaser in accordance with subparagraph 856.078-38(a).
The Administrator will review such instructions to determine
whether they are consistent with federal requirements, and ‘
to determine whether the instructions for requirad maintenance
are consistent with the restrictions imposed under subparagraph
the manufacturer

J86.078-25(a){(1).
of his determinations.

4, Standards

The Administrator will notify

The following standards represent the maximum projected exhaust
enissions for the useiul life of the vehicle.

50,000 Mile Exhaust

[eal

Equivalent Emission Standards
Inertia : {grams per vehicle mile) ;
Model Vehicle - Weight on-Methane Carbon Oxides of
Year Type (a) (1bs.)(b) Hydrocarbons{c)  Monoxide Nitrogen (NOEljel
198] PC A} (0.41) 3.4 3.0
. PC(d) A1l 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7
pclg) AT} 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.5
LDT, MRV 0-3998 0.39 (0.47) 9.0 1.0
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0 1.5
LDT, MDV  4000-5329 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5
MDV ©000&targer 0.80 (0.60) 9.0 2.0
1982 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4
PC(d) All 0.39 (0.47) 7.0 0.7
pe(i) AT 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 1.0
LDT, MDY 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 5.0 1.0
LDT, MDYV 4000-5999 Q.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.5
LDT,MDV(h) 0-3999 0.38 (0.41) 9.0 1.5
MOV 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0 2.0
1983 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.4
& Sub-  Pc{k) All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0 0.7
sequent 1LDT, MDV  0-3993  0.39 (0.41) 9.0 0.4
LDT,MDV(k) 0-3299 0.39 (0.47) 9.0 1.0
LDT, MDV  4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0 1.0
MDY~ 6000&1arger 0.50 {0.60) 5.0 1.5
1683(i) PC Al 0.39 (0.43) 7.0 0.7(3) |
LDT, MDYV C-3929 0.29 (0.41) 3.0 1.0 {
1284(i) PC A1l 0.33 (0.41) 7.0 0.7
LBT, MDY  0-3929 0.28 (0.41) 9.0 0.7(3)
1585(4) LDT, MDYV  0-39299 0.23 (0.41) 9.0 0.7
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Fquivalent e
Inertia (grzrs per vehicle mile}
Fodad Venhicie Weignt Mon-lMeihan=a Carben
_Year o Type (a) o {1bs.)(b) = Hydrocarions{c) Honoiids
1981 PC(Option 1) Al 0.39 (f) 3.4
pc{option 2) Al 0.46 () 4.0
LDT, MOV _
(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) (f) 9.0
LOT, tDY
(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 (f) 10.6
LDT, MDY
(Option 1) 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) (¥) 9.0
MDV(Option 1) 6000+larger - 0.60 (0.60) {f) 9.0
1932 PC{Option 1) A1l 0.39 (0.41) 7.0
PC(Opt1or 2) A1l 0.46 8.3
LOT, Oy
(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0
- LDT, MDY o I ‘
(Cption 2) 0-3999 0.46 ' 10.6
LDT, MDYV -
(Option 1) 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) S.0
MDV{Option 1) 6000&1arger 0.60 (0.60) g.0
1GE3 PC All 0.39 (0.41) 7.0
&-Sy5- (Option 1)
segwsar PC A1l 0.46 8.3
(Option 2) :
LDT, MDV .
(Option 1) 0-3999 - 0.39 (0.41) 8.0
LOT, MOV
(Option 2) 0-3999 0.46 10.6
LO0T, MOV
(Option 1) 4000-5999 0.50 (0.50) 9.0
MDV {Option 1) 6000&larger 0.60 (0.60) 9.0
1983 &  PC Al 0.39 (0.41) 7.0
Subse- " (Option 1) ' - |
quent PC All 0.46 8.3
“{Option 2) T T
LDT, MDV
“(Option 1) 0-3999 0.39 (0.41) 9.0
LOT, MDV ' )
"_TDpt1on 2). 0-3999 - 0.46 : 10.6
LDT, MDV
~ (Option 1) . 4000-5993  0.50 (0.50) 9.0
HUV (Opt1on 1) 6000&1arger G, 60'(§;§§j_ 9.0

(a) "PC" means passenger cars.
“LOT" means light-duty trucks.
"MDV" means medium-duty vehicles.

(b) Equivalent inertia weights are determined under subparagraph
86.129-79(a).
(c) Hydrocarbon standards in parentheses apply to total hydrocarbons.
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(d) The second set of passenger car Standards is optional. A manu-
facturer must select either the primary or ootional 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 Fusl Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part 600,
Subparagraph B} shall be no greater than 1.33 tihes the app]]cable
passenger car standards and 2.0 times the applicable light-duty
truck and PDd?L.—duty vehicle standards shown in the table. Both
the projected emissions and the HWFET standard shall be roundedi to

the nearest 0.1 gm/mi before being compared.

(f) For vehicles from evaporative emissions families with projected.
50,000 mile evaporative emissions values below 1.0 gm/test, an
adjustment to the hydrocarbon exhaust emission standard may be
granted by the Executive Officer. The adjusted standard will
be calculated using the following formula:

Di+3.3 Hs -

ﬁcex ='.75 (.185 - e A )+ HCO 7 _
Where:
HCex = adiusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard
HCD = unadjusted exhaust hydrocarbon standard
01 = diufna} eveporative emissions
Hs = hot soak evaporative emissions.

(g) For vehic]es certified to special standards authorized by Section
1960.2, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California
Aum1n1strat1ve Cnde

(h) For vehicles certified to special standards authorized by Section
1960.3, Article 2, subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California
Adm1nlstrat1ve Code. :

(i) For vehicles certified to spec1a? standards authorized by Section
1960.4, Article 2, Subchapter 1, Chapter 3, Title 13, California
Administrative Code. Special standards revert to "1983 and subsequent"
standards for 1925 and subsequent passenger cars and 1986 and sub-
sequent LDTs and MDVs.

(j} The Executive Officer may grant limited ralief from the 1983 passenger
car and 1984 LDT and MDV special NCx standard to a manufacturer who
exceeds the standard because of unforese=sn technical.problems.

(k) Optional Standards. A manufacturer may choose to certify to these
optional standards pursuant to the provisions set .orth in Section 1950.15,
Title 13, California Administrative Code.

5. Additional Reguirsrent
a. A Statc”‘nt must be supplied trat the production venicles
shall be in all materiel respecis the semz as those for

wnich certiiicstion is granted.



If a gasoline-fueled vehicle manufacturer requires the

use of unleaded fuel, a statemant will be required that

the engine and transmission combinations for which certifi-.
cation is requesied are designed to operate satisfactorily
02 a gasoline havlng a research octane number not greater
than 91.

Labe]1ng required pursuant to paragrgph 86.079-35 and
Section 1965, Chapter 3, Title 13 of the California
Aum1n1strau1ve Code sha?] conform with the requirements.
specified in the "California Motor Veh]cle Turie-Up
Label Specifications.”

For gasoline-powered vehicles evidence shall be supplied
that the air/fuel metering system or secondary air injee-
tion system is capable of providing sufficient oxygen to
theoretically allow encugh oxidation to attain the CO
emission standard at barcaetric prassures equivalent to
those expected at altitudes ranging orom sea Ieve] 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 reauired to make
adjustmants; or

(i1) 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
1ikely to be encountered in actual use. The Executive
Cfficer, in making this finding, shall consider the
d]ffnculty of making adjustments, damage to the
carburetor in the event of any effort to make an
improper adjustment, and the nead to replace parts
following the adjustinent.

The manufacturer shall submit for approval by the Executive
Officer his or her proposed msthod for compliance with this
requirement in his or her preliminary application for i
certification.

The exhaust emissions shall be measured from all exhaust
emission data vehicles tested in accordance with the
federal Highway Fuz] Economy Test (HWFET; 40 CFR Part

600 S bpart B). The oxides of nitrogen emissions measured
during such tests shalil be multiplied by the oxides of
ritrogen deterioration factor computed in accordance with
paragraph 86.078-28, and then rounded and compared with
the standard as set forth in pararraah 4 zbove. All data
obtaired pursuant te this paragraph shall be reported im

~accordance with procedures applicable to other exhaust

emissions data required pursuant to ithese procedures.



I
v
W
or
u

In the cvent that one or more of the manufacturer's caission
data vehicles fail the HJUFET standarc listed in paragraph 4,

the manufacturer may submit to the Executive Officer engineering
data or other evidence shewing that the system is capable of
complying with the standard. If the Executive Officer finds,

on the basis of an engineering evaluation, that the system

can comply with the HWFET standard, he or she may accept the
information supplied by the manu;acturer in lieu of vehicle

test data.

The manufacturer shall submit to the Executive (Officer a

statement that those vehicles for which certification is

requested have driveability and performance characteristics

wnich satisfy that manufacturer’s customary driveability and

performance requirements for venicles sold in the United

States. This statement shall-be based on driveabi11ty data

and other evidence showing compliance with the manufacturer's

performance criteria. This statement shall be supplied with

the manufacturer's final application for certification, and

with all running changes for which emission tﬂsting is required.

T the Execut]ve Officer has evidence to show that in-use

cles demonstrate poor performance thalt could result in

le-spread tamzaring with the emission control systems, he
she may request all driveability data and other evidence

sed by the manufacturer to justify the performance statement.

= (D
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Optional 100,000 Mile Certification Procedure

The alternate emission standards shown in pakagraph (4) above
shall apply to any engine family which meets all of the fo]]owxng
additional requirements: :

a.

Each exhaust emission durability deta vehicle shall be
driven, with all emission control systems installed and
operating, for 100,000 miles or such Tesser distance as

the Executive Gfficer may agree to as meeting the objectives
of this procedure. Compliance with the emission standards
shall be established as follows:

(i) The linear regression line for all pollutants shali
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)(3)(B)(durability vehicles
must meet enissicns sLandards) refer, Tor each pollutant,
to the highest of either the federal 50,000 mile or
California 100,000 mile emission standards.

10.



(1) Compliance with tie hydrocarbon and carbon nonoxide
standards shall be determinad as follows:

(a) For Option 1:

{b}

(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.

the linear regression line in (i) may exceed
the standard provided that no data point
exceeds the standard.

the hydrocarbon and carbon moncxida 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. '

For Option 2:

{A)

(B)

the interpolated 4,000 and 100,000 mile points
on the linear regression line in (i) shall not
exceed the appropriate hydrocaroon and carbon

. monoxide standards, except as in (B) below.

the linear regression line in (i) may exceed
the standard provided that no data point -
exceeds the standard. '

the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide data fromj
the 4,000 mile test point of the emission data

- vehicle shall be multiplied by the deterioration

factor computed by dividing the interpolated
100,000 mile point by the interpolated 4,000
mile point. These values shall not exceed the
appropriate 100,000 mile hydrocarbon and carbon
monoxide standards.

11.
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(iii) Compliance with the oxides of nitrogen standard for
Options 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
tne standard provided that no data point exceeds
the standard. '

(c}) the oxides of nitrogen data from the 4,000 mile
test noint 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.

A1l references in these test procedures to “useful
1ife, " 5 years, and 50,000 miles shall mean "total
life," 10 vears, and 100,000 miles, respectively,
except in subparagraph (ii).

Only the foliowing scheduied maintenance shall be allowed
under subparagraph 86.078.25{a}(1){i).

25(a){1)(i)(~) Option 1. For 1981 and later model gasaline
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 fregquent
than indicated.

Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30 ODO miies)
Valve lash (15,000 miles).

Spark plugs (30 000 miles).

Air filter (30,000 miles).

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. _

Choke, cleaning or lubrication only (306,000 mi}es).
Idle speed (30,000 miles). .

Fuel Filter (30,000 miles).

Injection timing (30,000 miles).

S~~~ o
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25(a){1)(i)(8}) Option 2. For 1581 and later model gasoline
or diesel-fuelad vehicles, maintenance shall be restricted to
the inspection, replacement, cleaning, adjustment, and/or
service of the following items at intervals no more frequent
than indicated: : :

Drive belt tension on engine accessories (30,000 miles).
Valve lash (15,000 miles).

Spark plugs (30,000 miles).

Air filter (30,000 miles).

Fuel filter (30,000 miles).

idle speed (30,000 miles).

Injection timing (30,000 miles).

SO OV G N —

C. In addition, adjustment of the engine speed (curb
- idle and fast idlie), valve lash, and engine bolt torque
may be performed once during the first 5,000 miles of
scheduled driving, provided the manufacturer makes a
satisfactory showing that the maintenance will be per-:
formed on vehicles in use.

d. The manufacturer agrees to apnly to vehicles certified
under this paragreph the provision of Seciion 43204 of
the California Health and Safety Cede 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

standard set by federal law or regulation conirolling emissions of
particulate matter must conform to such standard.

13.



State of California
Yy

Memorandum

To : Huey D. Johnson ' ~ Date :  February 3, 1982
. Secretary _
Resources Agency Subject: * Filing of Notice of

Decision of {;he Air
Resources Board

From : Air Resources Board

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

@ W;{ e
- Marold Hefmes -
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

Comment: The staff report noted that there may be an adverse environ-
mental impact from extending the NOx standards in question. No
other comments were received identifying any significant
envirommental 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: 54,[[9 W /@WK

Board Secretary *

Date: 12/31/91
1




State of California
AIR RESOURCES BODARD
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 FormaIdehyde 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.

U~

Bnard Secfetary 4



ITEM:

RECOMMENDATION:

SUMMAR Y:

State of California
AIR RESOQURCES BOARD

Item No.: 81-25-4b.2

Date: December 4,11981
|
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 |
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.

128



State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-71
December 4, 1981

Agenda Item No.: 81-25-3

WHEREAS, Sections 39600 and 39601 of the Health and Safety Code authorize 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 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 II 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 determ1n1ng compliance
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 Administrat1ve Code;

WHEREAS, the Test Procedures set forth standards relating to excessive
spillage of liquid gasoline during fueling operations:

WHEREAS, Assembly Bi11 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 reasonab]e 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 (b) that the Board shall identify equipment
defects in Phase II vapor recovery systems which substantially impair the
effectiveness of the systems in reducing air contaminants;



WHEREAS, Section 41960.2(c) of the Health and Safety Code provides that wh%n
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 until
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 Catifornia 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 D are 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, which delete the previous spillage performance
standards for Phase Il 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 Il vapor recovery systems which
substantially jmpair 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.



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 fo*
Determining 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 Bbard hereby amends Section 94001 of Title 17,
California Administrative Code, as set forth in Attachment C hereto.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board hereby adopts the “Cert1f1cat1on

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 fonm 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. ‘

Saliy éump? anré éec%gtany




Attachment A

Amend Section 94000, Subchapter 8, Chapter 1, Part III of Title 17, California

Administrative Code as follows:

94000. Vapor Recovery Systems. The test procedures for determining
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 Determining the Efficiency of Gasoline Vapor Recovery
Systems at Service Stations" adopted on December 9, 1975, amended—Mareh~395§

19765 - and- amended-August-9-1978 as last amended December 4, 1981. |

NOTE: Authority Cited: Sections 39600, 39601 and 41954, Health and Safety
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 recent amendments to these
procedures are set forth in italics. Revistons have

been made to Section 1. Introduction only. The remaining
-sections of the test procedures are wnchanged. -



1.

State of California
* AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Test Procedures for Determining the Efficiency of
Gasoline Vapor Recovery Systems at Service Stations

Introduction

The following test procedures are for determining 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 determinihg the efficiency of systems for

controlling gasoline vapors disp1a¢ed during filling of underground
storage tahks requires determinétion of the weight of gasoline
vapors venged through ihe storage tank vent and the valume of
ga591ine 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 potential mass emissions are determined during the fueling of

vehicles by measuring the mass of hydrocarbons collected from



vehicles from which no leak occurred. Potential emissions are

expressed as a functibn,of the vapor pressures of the dispensed
fuel, the temperature of the dispeﬁsed fuel and the temperature
of the gésbline 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 evalhated.

The sample of vehicles to be used for testing control systams sha11:
be comprised of vehicles representative of the on-the-road vehicle R
population in terms of vehicle miles travelled. Buring-the-vehiele
test,-ne—mere;than—ten-spitbaeks-w444—bé-aJiewed—ger—lQQ-vehieJee
testeds-a-spitbaek-being-a-forceful-ejeciion-of-1iquid-gaseline
eeeuring-during-the_aetual—fuel4ng-eperatiea—w$th-theéameuﬂt-ef- o
: liqdid—Jést-greater—than-a—few-mil44létersf--Any;sys%ems—whéeh
the—Exeeut;ve-gffieer-dete¥mines-4nereasesfthe-quantéty-ef—44qﬂid
dosi-through-spitback-or-spiliage-over-that-quantity-typical-of

nen-vaper-reeevéry-systems—w#44-be—é#sappvevedf '

The test will be conducted dufing the normal operation of the service
station. ~ For vehicle fueling at a se]f-serViCe station, the customérs
shall fuel the vehicles; af 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
entife vapor recovery system is to be tested for leaks in accordance
with the criteria specified in TitTe 19 Chapter 1 Subchapter 11.5
Section 1918.35 {j) and 1918.56 (j), in the Stéte Fife Marshal's fegu-

lations, in addition the total ullage sﬁace shall not be more than



|
6,000.ga11ons. During the performance test, maintenance; adjustment:
replacement of components or other §uch alteration of the control |
system is not allowed unless such action is specifically called for
in the system's maintenance manual. Any such aIterafion shall be
recorded oh the day on which the alteration was performed. During
the testing, the control system will be sealed in such a manner
that unauthorized maintenance may be detected. Maintenance is to
be performed only after notification of the person in chargé of .
the testing except in case of én emergency. Unauthorized maintenancé

may be reason for immediate failure of the test. -

For systems which are identical'in deéigh and {nc1ude thé same
components as systems tested and found to comply with the test

~ procedures, but differ, primarily in size, the owner or véndor
may demonsirate compliance capability and obtain approval by
-submitting engineering and/or tesf data demonstrating the rela-
tionship between capacity and thruughput-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, Ca]ifrrn1a
Administrative Code as follows:

94001. Certification of Vapor Recovery Systems. The certification of
gasoline vapor recovery systems at service stations shall be accomp]ished;in
accordance with the Air Resources Board's "Certification Procedures for
Gasoline Vapor Recovery Systems at Service Stations" adopted on March 30,

1976, -amended -on-August -25;-1977 - ~and -amended -August -9, -1928 as last amended
|
December 4, 1981. |

NOTE: Authority Cited: Sections 39600, 39601 and 41954, Health and Safefy
Code. Reference: Sections 41954, 41955, 41956.1, 41959 and 41961, Health and
Safety Code.



State of California
AIR RESOQURCES 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 fué] tanks (Phése II). Vapor recovery systems are'comp1ete
systems and shall include all hecessary piping, nozz1és, couplers, |
processing units, underground tanks. and any other equipment necessary
for the control of gasoline vapors during fueling operations af

L] ‘ - ‘
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 certified,
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 ahd
throughput of each componént whose performance is'a function of

throughput.
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Spillage - A loss of more than one milliliter of liquid gasolinej

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).

System Down-Time - The time (in hours) that the vapor recovery

system is not operating as designed.

- Spitback - A loss of more than one milliliter of liquid gasoline

occurring during the dispensing of gasoline intc the vehicle |

fuel tank. 3
1

Ffrom the gasoline hozzle ‘cccurring as a result of preparing to

fuel a vehicle or at the end of a fueling operation in returning:
L 4 . . .
the nozzle to the dispenser.

Genera1 Standards

A.

Certificatﬁon_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.

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 vabor recovery systems.
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o

A.

Definitions

‘Vapor-batance or disp1acement'vapor recovéry system - A

gasoline vapor control system which uses direct disp1acementr
to forcé 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 operatioﬁs.'

Vacuum-assisted or vacuum-assisted secondary system. - A
gasoline vapor control system, which employs a pump, blower,

or other vacuum inducing devices, to caollect and/or process

vapors generated during vehicle fueling {Phase II) operations.

Phase T - Control of vapbrs from underground tank fueling

operations.

¥
Phase II - Control of vapors from vehicle fueling operations.

Automatic Nozzle - A-nezzle-which-will-dispense-fuel-without-

~ being-hand-helds A hose nozzle valve provided with automatic:

elosing features to safeguard its use.

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 = s - td
is
Where s = System Time, Hours

4

System Down-Time, Hours



. ' I1V. Performance Standards

A. The system shall complete an oberationa1 test of at least
90 days. During the test, replacement of combonents or
alteration of the control system is not allowed, except that
the Executive Officer may allow replacement or alteration of
a component if the component has been damaged due to an
accident or vandalism and if he/she determines that the
replacement or alteration would not affect the operational
o test results. No maintenance or»adjuétment to the system
. will be allowed during the certifica{:ioh test qn]ess such
| action is specifically called for in the system's maintenance
manual. The control system wiil be sealed in such a'manner _7
. that unauthorized maintenance or adjustment may be detected.
Mainteflance or adjustment is to be performed only after |
notification of the person in ;hargé of the @esting, except
in case of an emergency. Unauthorized maintenance or adjust-

ment may be reason for 1mmediate failure of the test.

A system componént submitted to the Executive Officer for
evaluation subsequent to July 1, 1977, may be subjected to

a shorter operatioﬁa] test, if the Executiver Ofﬁ'cer determines
that the reliability of the corﬁponent_.may be adeduately |

demonstrated in a period shorter than 90 days.
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B. The system shall prevent emission to thé atmosphere of at

least 90 percent or that percentage by weight of the gasoline
vapors displaced during the filling of the stationary storage
ténk:as required by applicable air pollution control district
rultes and regulations. 'The percentages of control shall be
determined as described in Section 2.0 of the "Test Procedures
for Determining the Efficiency of G;so1ine'Vapor Recovery "
Systems at Service Stations" as incorporated in Title 17,

subehapter-8, Section 94000, California Administrative Code.

The system shall prevent emission to the atmosphere'of an
average of at least 90 percent or that.percentage'by weight

of the gaso1ine vapors displaced during the filling of the

‘vehicle fuel tanks as required by applicable air pollution

4
control district rules and regulations. The specified

percentage of control shall be determined by multiplying
the on-stream efficiency factor (definition F, Section 11)
by the effiéiency 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, Ghapter-I;-subechapter-8, Section 94000 of the |

California Administrative Code.
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D.

No more than ten spithacks or twenty instances of spillage
per 100 vehiele fuelings shall oceur during the testing in

accordance with the procedures in Section 8.0 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 California Administraiive
Code, In addition, the Executive Officer éhaZZ certify

only those systems which he or she detemines;- () will

not increase the quantity of liquid lost thréugh spitback

-or spillage over that quantity typieal of non-vapor

recbvery systems, (it) ean be expected to peffom with
such durability and relicbility that excessive epitbacks
or spillage will not be caused by failufe oj“ eritical
systemscomponents, and (iii) incorpofate ?rovisions to
prevent a buildup, during fueling of the vehicle, of pz;essure
in the vehicle fuel tank. sufficient io.causé .forceful o
ejection bf . gasoline. Thie determination shaZZ be based
on data obtained during the testing in accordance with

Section 3 of the Test Procedures referred to above, failure

-mode testing, evaluation of reliability and durability of

 the system, and such other performance testmg as the

Executive Off tecer deems necessary.

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 reviéw'to determine whether fhe 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 pi1ot_insta11ation
of the proposed system. Compliance with the State Fire

Marshal's requirements shall be a precondﬁtion to certifi-

- cation by the Aijr Resourées Board.

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 a;d the California Administrative Code will be issued
certificates of approval by the Divisiqn of Measurement
Standards; sﬁch certification shall be a precondition to
certification by the Air Resources Board. Certificatidn
testing by Meésurement Standards and ihe Air Resources Board

may be conducted concurrently.

Prior to certification of the system, the manufacturer of
the system shall submit the system to the Ca]ifornia'
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal OSHA)

for detemining compliance with appropriate safety regulations.



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 Requirements Applicable to Certification of all Control Systems
A. An operating-and-required maintenance manual shall be submitted :
to the'Exeéutive Officer for each gasoline vapar control system ;
submitted for certification. The operating manual shall, as a |
minimum, contain:
1.. Identification of critical operatingrparameters affecting
system operation, e.g., maximum dispensing rates; liquid
to vapor flow rate ratioﬁ; pressures; etc. The operating
range of.these parameters associated with normal, in- |
'comp1ian¢e operation of the control system shall be

Aidentified. These operating data shall be determined

and/or verified during the performance 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 performance 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 againsx///
unauthorized $ervicé. Maintenance schédu]es shall, at
a minimum, reflect the life of individual components

such as regulators, compressors, nozzles, pressurs

vacuum valves, catalysts, combustor components, etc.
Systems requiring maintenance which the.Exgcutfve

Officer finds unreasonable will be disapproved.

la)

Igentification of system camponents for each control system
certified. _Components.sha11, as app]jcabie, be iggntified
by brand name, part number, gnd/or performance characteris-
ties. The identification shall be sufficiently clear so as.
"to allow determination of comparability pe;weén tested and
untested models, and/or to allow dgtefmination of the

adéquacy of replacement parts.

T

A warranty statement which complies with the requirements of .

Paragraph V. C. herein.

;ndipatfng gauges, or alarms, or detection devices, or cpmbination
thereof, shall be included in each control system as required té
gnable mpnitpring pf the critiga1 system operation parameters,

The gauges and alarms shall serve to alert and warn the gasoline
§gryice station owner or operator with an gudib]e signal or
warning light when the gasoline vapor control system is mal-

jynctjpning, Such gauges and alarms shall, as applicable,



- of critical components such as compressors, carbon canisters,

10

include temperature and pressure indicators, pass/fail hydro- -
carbon détectors, etc. These shall indicate the performance

1
etc. Specific examples of necessary devices are: temperature
indicators 1nsta11éd in control systems which utilize refr-igera-i
tion as a control technique; pressure indfcatoré installed -in
contrd] systems which utilize compression as a controIItechnique;
hydrocarbon breakthrough detectors insta11ed 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 1iquid blockage of the lines.:

The manufacturer of the vapor recovery system shall provide a
three-year warranty for the system; An exception to.the’

warran%y may be for those components of the system which the |
maintenance manual identifies as having expected useful Tlives
of less than three years; the warranty in these cases may | | i_

specify the expected life.

The manufacturer of each vapor recovery system shall warrant

in writing to the ultimate burchaser and each subsequent

purchaser that such vapor recovery system is:

1. Designed, built, and equipped so as to conform af the
time of sale with the applicable regulations; and

2. Free from defects in materials aﬁd workmanship which
cause such vapor recovery system to fail to conform

‘with applicable regulations for three years.



11

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'financia1'responsibility by

the Executive Officer shall not be deemed to be a guarantee

- or endorsement_of the applicant.

The Executive Officer shall certify only those systems which,
on the basis of an engineéring 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.

4

Whenever these Certification Procedures aré— amended to inelude
additional performance standards or other req'uir'ements for
certification of systems, any system which is certified as ]
of the effective date of the additional standards or r'équire—
ments shall remain certified for a period of six- months from
such date, or until the Executive Officer h&s determined

whether the system conforms to the additional standards or

requirements, whichever cccurs first. However, if during

" this pertod the system manufacturer does not comply with

such conditions as the Executive Officer deems necessary to


https://a:mend.ed
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assure prompt evaluation of the system pursuant to the
additional standards or requirements, the Executive Officer

may revoke the prior certification.

In determining whether a previously certified system
conforms with any additional performance standards or
other requirements adopted subsequent to certification

of the system, the Executive Officer may consider any

appropriate data obtained in the previous certification

testing or evaluation of the system in lieu of new

testing or evaluation.

Application for Certification

A. An application for certification of a_vépor recovery system

E

. (Phase I or Phase Il) may be made to the Air Resources Board |

by any manufacturer. Certification will be granted to ahy

applicant meeting the épp%icab]e standards and criteria.

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

recavery system including but not Timited to the following:
a. The underground piping configuration and specifications
{pipe sizes, lengths, fittings, material(s), etc.);

7 b. Gasoline dispensing nozzle to be used for Phase IIj
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c. Engineering parameters for pumps and vapor processing
‘units to be used as part of the vapor recovery
system; and |

d. Allowable pressure drops through the system.

Evidence demonstrafing'the vapor recovery reliability of

the system or device for 90 days;

A deécription of tests performed to ascertain compliance

with the general staﬁdards, and the results of such tests;

A statement of recommended maintenance procedures, equipment
performance 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;

Six copies'of the service and operating manuals that will be

supplied to the purchaser;

A statement that a Vapor recovery system, installed af an
operating facility, will be available for certification
tésting no later than one month after submission of the
appTicatiqn 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 th types of nozzles at any one test

facility.

7. The retail price of the system_énd an estimate of the

installation and yearly maintenance costs;

8. A copy of the warranty or warranties provided with the

systen;

9. 1If the application is for a syétem pfevious]y tested, but
not certified, the application shall include identification
“of the system components which have been chahged; including
a1? néw physical and operational characteristics;: together

with any new test results obtained by the applicant; and

10. Sueh other information as the Executive O0fficer may

reasonably require.

Fees and Testing

A.

A fee not to exceed the actual cost of certification will be
charged by the Air Resources Board to each app1i¢ant submitting
system(s) for ceftification. The applicant is required to
demonstrate ability to péy-the cost df 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 wfll not be issued until the test fee has been paid in

fu]] to the Air Resources Board.



VIII.
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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.

Certification

A.

~-serve stations. .

If the Executive Officer determines that a vépor recovery system |

conforms to all requirements set forth in paragraphs I through VIg

'herein, he or she shall issue an order of certification. The

order may prescribe the conditions for issuénce of the certifica-
tion including but not limited to: a-minimum.a11owab1e on-strea
factor, maximum allowable monthly throughput, installation y
constfaints, operating parametefs, compliance with safety codes

and regulations, compliance with measurement standards regulatidns,

and approval for use at self-service stations or at only attendant- -

|
If after certification of a system the manufacturer wishes to 1 |
modify the system, the proposed modifications must be submitted

to the Executive Officer in a format specified by the Executfve |
Officer for approval prior to their implementation. Such - |
modifications may include substitut{oh of components, elimiha-

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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If éfter 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 médify his or her prior certification. Except in |
cases where the public safety requires_immediate protectioﬁ,

thg Executive Officer shall not revoke or modify a prior
certification without the manufacturer's consent unless the
Executive'Officer conducts a pub]ic hearing. The manufacturer
shall be notified of the public Heéring in writing and the
notification shall be given so as to _be\received.by the

manufacturer at least ten days before the héaring date.

Any manufacturer of a system shall, as a condition of certi-
fication of the system by the Air Resources Board, agree that

S0 1on; as only one such system is.certified by the Air Resources
Board, such manufacturer shall either: (1) agree to enter.fntb |
such cross-licensing or other agreements as the Executive OffiCe%'
determines are necessary to ensure adequate competition among }
manufacturers of such systems to protect the public interest; |
and (2) agree as a condition to such.certificafion that if only
such system from one manufacturer is made available for sa1e.

to the public, the Exécutive Officer shall, taking into considera-
tion the cost of maﬁufacturing 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 determined 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 Vapof

|
\

Recovery Systems Used in Motor Vehicle Fueling Operations.

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 uLed

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 b& a
\

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 fo11ouﬁnﬁ
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).




2. For nozzles for vacuum assist-type systems, more than 1

/4

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 are

blocked, or restricted such that pressure drop through the lines exceeds by a

factor of two or more requirements specified in the Executive Order(s) that

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 Oﬁder

certifying a system pursuant to the Certification Procedures incorporated

in

Section 94001 of Title 17, California Administrative Code, as substantially

impairing the effectiveness of the system in reducing air contaminants.

A1l nozzles affected by the above defects are to be considered

defective.

NOTE: Authority Cited: Sections 39600, 39601 and 41960.2, Health and Saf
Code. Reference: Sections 41954 and 41960.2, Health and Safety Code.

ety
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State of Caiifornia
""AIR RESQURCES BOARD

Response to Significaht Environmental Issues

Item: Public Hearing to Consider Amendments to Sections 94000 and 94001 and

Adoption of Section 94006 in Title 17, California Administrative Code,

and to Consider Amendments to Cert1f1catfon and Test Procedures for
Vapor Recovery Systems.

Agenda Item No.: 81-25-3 -

Public Hearing Date: December 4, 1981
Responserﬂate: December 4, 1981
Issuihg Authority: Air Resources Board

Comment: No comments were received identifying any environmental issues

pertaining to this item. The staff also identified no environmental

issues,

Respanse: N/A~

CERTIFIED: M //

Board’Secretar

Date: IRV 74

RECEIVED BY
Office of the Secretary

DEC 30 1981

Resources Agency of California




State of California
AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Resolution 81-72
December 16, 1981

WHEREAS, Saily 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 ruies 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.

[ certify that the above is
a true and correct copy of
Resolution 81-72, as adopted
by the Air Resources Board,.

0

Yames/D. Boyd /
Execdtive Officer






