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Comment 1 for Proposed Amendmentstothe ATCM for Chromium
Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Oper ations (chr omeatcm2023) -
15-3.

First Name: CARMEN

Last Name: CAMPBELL

Email Address: lab@anaplexcorp.com
Affiliation:

Subject: NEW AMMENDEND HEX CHROME RULE
Comment:

To whomit nmay concern

As a minority part owner of a netal finishing conpany; | appreciate
the community concerns regarding toxics that affect our

environnent. But to be fair the community is the one who works for
facilities Iike netal finishers and sone for over 20 years wi t hout
any nedical concerns related to exposure. |Is unfortunate that the

| ack of industry science data know edge hasn't been taken into
consideration in regard to the true inpact the aerospace

manuf acturing industry has in the state of California. The industry
from 2017- present has gone thru many changes that have nodified the
way the industry operates in favor of inproving our environment air
quality. Many have invested hundreds of thousands of dollars in
Best Avai |l abl e Equi pnent to i nprove the environnent. As sone of the
Board nmenmbers questioned, why if there are bigger fish in the pond
contributing higher levels of toxics why are we targeting the | east
contributor? In addition, rules are created to regul ate and nonitor
not meant to band business w thout taken into consideration the

| ack of alternatives to sone. Is like COVID, it was new, nearly
took out a governnent, did take out businesses but later with
research and experiments were able to find ways to deal with a
KILLER VI RUS. Thank you for your time and considerati on. WE NEED
COVMON SENSE RULES.

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-17 08:11:44

No Duplicates.
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Comment 2 for Proposed Amendmentstothe ATCM for Chromium
Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Oper ations (chromeatcm2023) -
15-3.

First Name: Jerry

Last Name: Desmond

Email Address: jerry@desmondlobbyfirm.com
Affiliation: Metal Finishing Association of CA

Subject: Comments on Third Notice of Availability of Modified Text
Comment:

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/com-attach/453-chromeatcm2023-
VjVTNABzBTQBWFAz.pdf

Origina File Name: CARB CrVI ATCM Letter 10-20-23.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-20 13:58:07

No Duplicates.
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@ MFANC @ MFASC

METAL FINISHING ASSOCIATION METAL FINISHING ASSOCIATION
OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA, INC. OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, INC.

October 20, 2023

Via electronic submittal: https://www.arb.ca.gov/lispub/comm/bclist.php

Hon. Steven S. Cliff, Ph.D., Executive Officer
California Air Resources Board

1001 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re Third Notice of Public Availability of Modified Text - Proposed Amendments to the Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Chro-
mium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations

Executive Officer Dr. Cliff:

The Metal Finishing Association of Northern California [MFANC], Metal Finishing Association of Southern California [MFASC] and
National Association of Surface Finishers [NASF] have the following comments regarding the Third Notice of Public Availability of
Modified Text on the Proposed Amendments to the Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic
Acid Anodizing Operations [ATCM].

1. The modified text is a substantive revision to the update.

There are five distinct provisions within the current version of the proposed update to the ATCM that define “enclosed plating
tanks,” exclude them from the ban dates, and establish an emission limit for them of 0.015 mg/dscm:

e Section 93102.3(a)(34): “Enclosed Hexavalent Chromium Plating Tank” means a Chrome Plating Tank using a Hexava-
lent Chromium solution that is equipped with an enclosing hood and ventilated as specified by the manufacturer.

e Section 93102.4: This section sets forth requirements that apply to all Facilities using Hexavalent Chromium for
Chrome Plating Operations, except for those Facilities that only operate Enclosed Hexavalent Chromium Plating
Tanks.

e Section 93102.6: Requirements for Tri-Chrome Plating or Hex Chrome Plating in Enclosed Tanks

e Section 93102.6 (b)(1): establishes an emission limit of 0.015 mg/dscm per tank, as measured through the add-on
pollution control device or compliance with two alternatives: chemical fume suppressants or a mass emission rate
limit.

e Appendix 6: Mass Emission Rate Calculation Procedure.

2. The modifications remove enclosed tank provisions that draft update regulatory language has identified and addressed
since the first draft in May of 2021.

The first draft of the regulatory language on May 26, 2021: https://ww?2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic//toxics/chrome/

draftlanguage.pdf.

3. The modifications remove provisions that plating facilities have been relying upon.

Plating facilities have invested time and resources over the past 2.5 years to develop, purchase, install and utilize enclosed tanks in

- continued
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CARB CrVI ATCM Update
October 20, 2023
Page Two

accordance with this provision.
3. Enclosed hoods are a Best Available Control Technology [BACT].

Plating tanks with hoods eliminate fugitive emissions, capture 100% of the hexavalent chromium emissions from those hoods, are
reliable, measureable, and enforceable.

4. The modifications remove enclosed tanks with hoods as a BACT.
The rulemaking record clearly dismisses available and effective BACTs including the following in the ISOR:

“For this ATCM, CARB staff have evaluated all feasible substitutes (e.g., conversion to trivalent chromium plating) and
emission reduction and monitoring strategies (e.g., use of fume suppressants, increased testing and recordkeeping, and
fugitive emission control strategies) to reduce emissions of hexavalent chromium from chrome plating facilities in Califor-
nia. Since there is no safe threshold exposure level identified for hexavalent chromium, due to the location of many of
these facilities within communities and near sensitive receptors, and since less toxic alternative technology is available or
is under development, CARB staff is proposing to eliminate usage of hexavalent chromium by the chrome plating industry
in order to protect public health.”

5. The failure of the modifications to consider enclosed plating tanks with hoods, and other BACTs, is contrary to the require-
ments of state law:

Health and Safety Code [HSC] Section 39666(c] requires the ATCM for toxic air contaminants [TACs] with no identified safe level of
exposure to reduce emissions to the lowest level achievable through application of the best available control technology or a more
effective control method, in consideration of the factors specified in HSC Section 39665[b]. These factors include health risks, avail-
ability and technological feasibility, costs, and the availability, suitability, and relative efficacy of less hazardous substitute com-
pounds.

HSC Section 39666][c] requires the ATCM “to reduce emissions to the lowest level achievable through application of the best avail-
able control technology or a more effective control method.” The proposed draft CrVI ATCM not only fails to identify or analyze
the best available control technology [BACT] or more effective control methods, it purposefully eliminates one.

This clear error is compounded by the fact that the South Coast Air Quality Management District [SCAQMD]’s updated Rule 1469, a
rule in which CARB was engaged, includes BACT requirements.

Further, HSC Section 39666[c] does not state that the ATCM may include two of the key provisions of the draft update: [i] chemical
bans; and [ii] requirements to substitute trivalent and other yet-to-be-determined substitutions for CrVI.

For each of these reasons, the associations request that CARB revise the modifications to allow for the use of enclosed tanks that

will obtain the desired objective of zero emissions of hexavalent chromium emissions from plating tanks.

Sincerely,

Bobbi Burns, MFANC President, 510-659-8764 Bryan Leiker, MFANC & MFASC Executive Director, 818-207-1021
Vence Hoonan Glogf Honnapel
Vince Noonan, MFASC President, 800-227-9242 Jeff Hannapel, The Policy Group, on behalf of NASF, 202-257-3756

C: Members, California Air Resources Board
Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development
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Comment 3 for Proposed Amendmentstothe ATCM for Chromium
Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Oper ations (chr omeatcm2023) -
15-3.

First Name: Jim

Last Name: Meyer

Email Address: jmeyer @aviation-repair.com
Affiliation: Aviation Repair Solutions, Inc

Subject: CARB eliminates BACT option without analysis of BACT
Comment:

This comment pertains to the revision of paragraph one of section
93102.4 to elimnate the phrase "except for those facilities that
only operate encl osed hexaval ent chrom um pl ating tank" (sic). Wth
this change, the rule rejects the final candidate for BACT even

t hough no anal ysis was done or shown to the public to support the
deci si on.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is required to followthe
California Health and Safety Code. This is what the health and
safety code has to say about CARB's authority to regulate. CARB is
t o:

"reduce em ssions to the | owest |evel achievable through
application of best avail able control technology or a nore
effective control nethod, unless the state board or a district
board deterni nes, based on an assessnent of risk, that an
alternative | evel of em ssion reduction is adequate or necessary to
prevent an endangernment of public health"

CARB has not proposed a nore effective control nmethod in this
regul ati on. CARB has proposed a ban. Labelled a "phaseout”, it is
an elimnation of the industry. It is a ban. A ban is not a control
net hod. A phase out is not a control nmethod. CARB did not anal yze
exi sting or potential BACT. CARB did not propose a BACT. The

el i mnati on of encl osed hexaval ent control tanks as a conpliance
option is the last straw. Encl osed hexaval ent chrome plating tanks
were potentially a BACT. But now, with their elimnation, wthout
anal ysis, CARB will be conpletely in violation of the California
Heal th and Safety Code.

A careful reading of the health and safety passage above reveal s
the | aw does offer CARB the option of perfornming a risk assessnent
to establish the necessity of an alternative to BACT, but CARB did
not performa conpliant risk analysis. To assess and conpare risks
in a conpliant fashion, CARB would have had to anal yze BACT and
BACT alternatives. CARB woul d have had to sel ect one of those
alternatives and then analyze the increnmental risk that alternative
woul d have created. CARB did not do that. CARB created a risk

anal ysis that was based on an arbitrary emssions limt that CARB
set. That emissions linit was one half the previous linmt. There is
no presentati on of any analysis or concl usi on expl ai ni ng why
exactly one half the previous em ssion limt was chosen. There is
no anal ysis expl aining why zero, a ban, is a necessity considering
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the em ssion levels that currently avail abl e BACT options present.
The tabl e bel ow points this out.

Emi ssi on
Level Comment
2007 ATCM Limt 0. 0015000 This is the
existing rule
2023 ATCM Limt (This Rul e) 0. 0007500 This is CARBs
proposed limt
Hard HEPA (Av Repair Sol) 0. 000023032 tinmes BELOWNthis

ATCM proposed |imt
Hard with Covers (Merlin Tanks) 0. 0000041 183 tines BELOWthis
ATCM proposed |imt

The Aviation Repair Solutions, Inc. source test shown in the table
was a "Non-Detect" for hex chronme. It reflects the emi ssion rate at
the detection linmit under a very heavy plating amp hour |oad. It
was a zero em ssion which only shows as a non-zero em ssion rate
because of CARB rul es about detection linmits. The emi ssion rate
shown in the table for encl osed hooded tanks is even | ower and was
also very likely a non-detect for hex chrone. CARB failed to

eval uate these two zero enission control technol ogi es (HEPA and
Encl osed Tanks) as BACT

CARB does not reveal any discussion of BACT in the rule making
record as is required by law. There is no identification of a BACT
There is no analysis of any BACT em ssion rate or of any candi date
BACT emi ssion rates. The enission inventory shows em ssion rates by
type of enmitter and in sonme cases averages them but it does not
show a rate for candi date BACTs. (But since the enclosed tank -
Merlin statistic is alone on the table, we can see its' rate). For
hard chrome, CARB appears to have taken an average of all hard
chrone tests (0.0005588). But, since that is an average of tests
applying to a set of different control technologies, it is invalid
to have been used in replacenent for the | egal BACT requirenent.

The Health Ri sk Assessnent (Appendix F) did not analyze risk
relative to any BACT. Rather, it analyzed the risk associated with
the conpletely arbitrary 0.00075 proposed enission limt. An
emission limt is not a BACT. Analyzing the risk of a linmt is not
the sane as analyzing the risk of a control technology. The
proposed rule materials provide no analysis or supporting rationale
why the halving of the current linit to 0.00075 is or is not
related to any BACT or to any particular |evel of public health. It
is just a nunber that is half the previous nunber. One wonders why
CARB took 2 or 3 years to produce the rule. We can see fromthe
t abl e above that had CARB sel ected a BACT for analysis (either HEPA
or Merlin tank) they could have perforned the risk assessnent with
val ues of 0.000023 or 0.0000041 but they did not. CARB provided no
rati onal e why they perforned a risk analysis that assuned em ssion
| evel s woul d be 0.00075 when we can clearly see that much | ower
em ssion rates are possible with current BACT alternatives. CARB
used a value for the risk analysis that is 32 to 183 ti nes higher
t han what these two potential BACTs can achieve. They created a
strawman. They created a strawran nunber that, when anal yzed as a
ri sk proxy would fail and show potential harmto the public. The
tabl es CARB constructed to show potential enission risks are not
constructed with BACT, they are constructed with the strawran
em ssion level. 213 in a nmllion, communicated by CARB staff to the
board, to the nedia, and to the public is a fal se risk.

The em ssion nodel (s) in Appendi x F use the strawran em ssi on
| evel , they do not use BACT. As shown by the table above, the BACT
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from encl osed hexaval ent chrone plating tanks is 183 tines better
than CARB' S "PI DOVA" nunber. CARB's allegation about 213 in a
mllion cancer risks fromlarge facilities are not based on the
HEPA systens those facilities are already required to use and are
in use, rather they are based on the fal se strawran. How cyni cal
how deceptive, how nisleading to the public is this? How damagi ng
is this to the regulated i ndustry? An industry which has spent
mllions of dollars buying the BACT devices that this governnenta
agency did not even anal yze before declaring theminsufficient.

CARB (in this rule) and the SC AQWD (currently) require facilities
to conduct source tests of HEPA systens (BACT). The test results
nmust be subnitted to the regulator (air district) for regulatory
review. South Coast facilities have done this for nore than a
decade. So, there is a rich set of data from which CARB coul d have
conducted the legally required anal ysis of BACT. That data exists
at SC AQWD (at least) and likely at several other regul ators as
well. CARB did not review or anal yze that data. CARB proves this in
the FSOR. CARB adnits asking for the air districts to provide data
and expl ains that data was not provided by the districts. |Industry
was not notified of this but industry is paying the price for the
governnental dysfunction. The fact that one or two districts may
have failed to be in on the conspiracy and a few results were
provided (fourteen out of 110 facilities) adds a little color to
the story but it is still a story of inconpetence at best and

mal evol ence at worst. There is no BACT anal ysis because of

gover nment al dysfuncti on.

It is even nore daming to consider that industry has paid mllions
of dollars to inplement control technol ogies that are capabl e of
produci ng zero neasured em ssions and can achi eve "Non-Detect"
under heavy | oad conditions and yet CARB did not analyze them CARB
did this even though the owners of that equi pment are required by
existing regulations to source test themand turn the data over to
the air districts. CARB didn't use the data turned over to the air
districts. Even nore confounding is that CARB, IN TH S VERY RULE
PROPOSAL, is requiring industry to increase the frequency of source
testing by a factor of 2.5 and to continue turning the data over to
the air districts. For what reason? So that CARB will again, not
use the data to deternmine if their own rule is effective? CARB nay
have unlimted resources with which to pay people to sit around and
not perform anal yses but industry does not have the ability to
wast e nmoney. These source tests cost at |east $15,000 each
considering |ost production tine and test fees. It is astounding.

| have made public conmrent fromthe begi nning of public conment (ny
only opportunity to provide input) about the deficiency of the CARB
"em ssion inventory" and pointed to the |ack of correct BACT source
test information. CARB staff has ignored me and took this to board
vote with full know edge of this deficiency and | ack of conpliance
with law. | pointed out to CARB that | had provided themwth
source test informati on about Aviation Repair Solutions, Inc., two
years ago and that it had not been used. CARB s response to ny
comments and to ny provision of source test data in the FSOR is
dammi ng. In Master Response 13 CARB states: "industry was not
forthcomng in providing source test data that could be verified"
This is not a statenent about industry providing data, it is a
statenment about CARB's inability to verify based on not being able
to work with SC AQVWD! This CARB response could even be viewed by
the public as CARB stating industry had |ied about data! One coul d
inmply that the data | provided was sonehow not valid (verifiable)
when in fact, it was the governnent that failed to call another
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branch and request verification. CARB was to lazy to pick up a
phone and call SC AQWD! There is no restriction on our source test
data that prevents AQVWD from verifying the sumary nunber or a

non- detect! Yet, CARB hides behind this |amest of excuses. In
Mast er Response 11 CARB states: "This included information about
actual throughput and source test data. To date, staff have not
recei ved any verifiable sources test data from nmenbers of industry.
Staff has recei ved purported source test results fromspecific
facility owners, but that information was summary in nature, and
when staff requested the source test reports that would allow us to
verify the values, those reports were not provided." They go on to
state in Master Response 11: CARB staff al so requested source test
data fromthe Districts. In response to that request, CARB staff
received verifiable source test data fromthe Districts for 14
facilities. Since that was the data that was available at the tine
of staff's analysis, that is what was used in determ ning the
source tested emission factors."

That |ast quoted segnment in Master Response 11 is proof that CARB
cared nore about an expedient result than a correct result -

"avail able at the tine of staff's analysis". Let's also note that
the staff analysis referred to here nust have occurred prior to the
publ i shing of the initial proposed rule and prior to any of the
public comment periods. W know that because we see the use of only
the 14 facilities right fromthe begi nning. No adjustnent was nmade
as nore data becane available (if it did) and no adjustnent was
made as a result of public comrents even though public conment were
calling the deficiency to CARB's attention. Truly pathetic behavior
by CARB and by CARB attorneys who shoul d have been doi ng interna
verifications to assure that CARB was putting truth out to the
publi c.

Even with the 14 coll ected source results that the districts did
turn over, CARB did not nake a presentation of BACT alternatives,

or results, or selection of a single BACT emi ssion |evel from which
a relevant risk assessnent coul d be nmade.

The risk assessnent presented in appendi x F shows the risks the
public would face froman agency that does not follow the | aw and
anal yze BACT and set emission |evels using BACT.

How can a risk assessnment with a falsely inflated strawran basel i ne
and which features no anal ysis of risks from BACT be used to prove
necessity? The law is clear. The | aw requires necessity be shown if
CARB is to deviate froma BACT approach

Today the public is breathing 99 tines nore hex chrome enissions in
California than produced by the nmetal finishing industry. We are
only 1% of em ssions. After this lengthy, costly, tw to three year
effort, in which there was virtually no two-way invol vemrent and
conmuni cati on between the CARB and industry, the conpetence of
which is described above, CARB will elimnate 1% of em ssions in
the State. The other 99% wi || remain. Chair Randol ph and Vice Chair
Sandra Berg asked staff about this in one of the CARB neetings.
Randol ph asked, "is it true that netal finishing is only 1% and
Berg asked "what are we doi ng about the refineries?". Staff
answered that the 1% was consistent with CARB data and t hat CARB
had i nposed plenty of other requirements on the refineries. (Note:
there is no ban of refineries due to hex chrone). So, | wll ask

t he question, what is the BACT that CARB has apparently found to be
acceptable for the refineries, the cenent plants, the wel ders, the
forges, etc.? These enitters (99% of the hex chronme emitters in
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the state) are not banned but the same toxin is being emtted.
There is no consistency in CARBs behavi or

The State of California needs roads, bridges, buildings, rail, and
aircraft, all of which may require sonme enission of hexaval ent
chrom um

There may be a staffer/mnager/board nenber at CARB who tries to
renove this comment and claimthat it is out-of-scope to the issue
of "encl osed chrone plating tanks" fromwhich it is derived. That
st af f er/ manager/ board nenber is the very one who shoul d be renbved
if CARB wants to resune being a data and sci ence-based regul at or.
Dat a and sci ence-based people don't find excuses for not collecting
appropriate data for analysis. Data and sci ence-based peopl e do not
avoi d anal ysis. They are not afraid of analysis. Data and

sci ence- based people do not construct strawnan basel i nes from which
fal se progress can be clainmed and fal se risks assessed. Data and
sci ence- based people do not construct elaborate ruses filled with
hal f-truths (data could not be verified) to fool the public. Data
and sci ence-based people do not find ways to renove conments |ike
this from public coment because they are not afraid of analysis.
This commrent is in scope because it questions the renmoval of a BACT
alternative without analysis and in Ilight of a risk assessnment that
did not consider BACT and in light of nearly a hundred tinmes nore
em ssions of the same toxic in the state by entities who have

| esser controls than we do.

I gnorance is one thing. The willful continuation of ignorance
(avoi di ng data coll ection and anal ysis) has other names. WI I ful
continuation of ignorance in violation of |aw takes things to a
whol e ot her | evel.

It is past the tine to do your |awful duty CARB
Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-24 12:27:13

No Duplicates.
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Comment 4 for Proposed Amendmentstothe ATCM for Chromium
Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Oper ations (chr omeatcm2023) -
15-3.

First Name: Jim

Last Name: Meyer

Email Address: jmeyer @aviation-repair.com
Affiliation:

Subject: What is the specific logic CARB used to bypass the Health and Safety Code?
Comment:

What is the specific |ogic path CARB used to reject enclosed

261 hexaval ent chrone tanks and HEPA ?
1) Is a "phaseout" (or ban) a "nore effective control nethod"? I|f
yes, what is the control ?
2) Did the CARB perform an assessnent of risk? Wien was it
acconpl i shed? Were are the results of it? Does CARB assert it is
appendi x F?
3) Relative to an alternative |evel of enission reduction, how was
"adequacy" of HEPA and encl osed tank rejected? Wiat anal ysis was
performed? Wen was the anal ysis perforned? Wen did the rejection
deci sion occur? Was the public or any working group able to
provi de feedback to CARB about the analysis data and net hods?
4) Relative to an alternate |evel of enission reduction, how was
"necessity" established? Was there an anal ysis perforned? What were
the criteria used to determ ne necessity? Wen was the anal ysis
performed? Wien was the decisi on made?
5) What is the logic that makes it a necessity to ban encl osed
hexaval ent chrone tanks and chrome tanks with HEPA control s but
makes it not a necessity to ban wel ding, thermal spray, machi ning,
heat treating, cement maeking, cement destruction, forging,
recycling, refineries, driving cars and trucks (including electric)
with brakes, etc., nmany of which do not require even HEPA?

Pl ease provide a response in the public record (FSOR).
Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-27 07:52:54

No Duplicates.
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Comment 5 for Proposed Amendmentstothe ATCM for Chromium
Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Oper ations (chr omeatcm2023) -
15-3.

First Name: Jim

Last Name: Meyer

Email Address: jmeyer @aviation-repair.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Verification of Inputs
Comment:

| have stated in public coment that CARB did not use the HEPA
source test data | provided themregardi ng our 2019 Source Test
whi ch was a non-detect for hex chronme eni ssions.

CARB responded to my commrent by claimng our data could not be
verified (See Response 203 and al so the Master Responses 11 and
13).

It is very inportant for the reader to understand that industry had
a reasonabl e expectation that source test information we were
required by lawto turn over to the air districts was available to
CARB. So, why would industry turn source test data over to CARB?
We t hought they had it. The question that should be asked, and

will ask it nowis: Wiy didn't CARB tell industry that they needed
our Source Test Informati on? CARB never reveal ed the |ack of source
test data to industry until publication of the FSOR So, when CARB
states in Master Response 13 that industry "was not forthcom ng in
provi ding source test data", this is beyond the bounds of what
reasonabl e peopl e woul d consi der as an appropriate response in a
public record. CARB shoul d apol ogi ze to the public and to industry
for this statement. O, maybe CARB should reveal how and when t hey
did informindustry of their lack of source test data. |I was not

i nforned of CARB's |ack of data until the FSOR. CARB, in ny

opi nion, was not interested in seeing data that would |lead to a

di fferent conclusion than they had al ready reached. This was not an
unbi ased process.

But wait, there is nore, CARB reports in the rul enaking material s
that they did neet with M. Hugh Brown. M. Brown is a | eadi ng
authority on source testing and CARB nmet with hi m because he is a
hi ghly respected expert on the topic. CARB shoul d provide the
record of discussion in that neeting. Did CARB inquire about ny
source test? Did CARB ask about HEPA efficiencies Hugh Brown had
observed? |f asked, M. Brown could have easily verified our source
test result with CARB because he wote our source test protocol and
personal |y performed our source test. He is a credible verification
source, a third party, and the individual who signed the report
submtted to AQVD. So, CARB' s statenment that ny subnittal was not
verifiable is incorrect for two reasons; they could have verified
with AQVWD and they could have verified with the man who perf ornmed
the test, both of whomthey nmet and conmuni cated with. At the

concl usi on of our source test, M. Brown inforned nme that we had
achi eved a non-detect for hex chrome in our test and our source
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test result menorialized that outcone. | hereby grant CARB

perm ssion to view my source test result on hand with SC AQVD f or
t he purpose of verifying a non-detect and an enission rate of
0.000023. | also give permission to SC AQW to show the test to
CARB. Please let ne know if anything el se stands in your way.

Lastly, | wonder how many ot her nenbers of industry and of the
public were faced with the additional barrier to coment that was
i mposed on ne and which is docunented in Response 203. CARB st at es:

“"The conmentor did subnmit a docunment that summarized a nunber of
source test runs from 2009 and 2019. However, this data was
presented in a one-page sunmary created by the conmmentor. The
conment or did not provide the source test reports fromthe source
testing conpani es that conducted the tests. As such, CARB staff
could not confirmthe validity of this data. For that reason, the
unsubstanti ated data was not used. CARB staff made no changes to
t he Proposed Anendnments based on the received conments. "

Setting aside CARBs failure to alert me to any problemw th ny

i nput, how many ot her nmenbers of industry and the public were held
to this standard? Inputs should not be "created by the commenter"
"the conmenter did not provide the source test reports", "CARB
staff could not confirmthe validity of the data". Wy did ny
inputs to CARB require third party verification to be consi dered?
Is that fair? Were coments fromthe public alluding to bad snells
near sone facilities thrown out for lack of third party
verifiability?

This is not a cooment about the npbst recent change to the proposed
rule. This comment is the first avail abl e opportunity to respond
publicly to the | ow bl ow CARB di shed out in the FSOR response

hi ghl i ght ed above. | hope CARB will see a reason to keep this
conment in the record and respond to this comment in a revised
FSOR. W do want the public record about this rule to be accurate
don' t

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-27 10:03:31

No Duplicates.


hminor
Highlight


263-1

263-2

263-1

263-2

Comment 6 for Proposed Amendmentstothe ATCM for Chromium
Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Oper ations (chr omeatcm2023) -
15-3.

First Name: David

Last Name: Hill

Email Address: davidhill @electrolizingofla.com
Affiliation: Electrolizing

Subject: HEX Chrome Ban
Comment:

Qur conpany is a chrone plating processing facility in Los Angel es
CA since 1947. W have been processing parts for aerospace, nedical
equi pnment and military equi pment applications anong others. W are
a necessary and essential business provider for our custonmers in
their various industries. Mlitary and commercial aircrafts require
what we process as well as outline how we process. Al

environnental and regul atory requirements set forth by the state of
California are the strictest in the nation and therefore required
to be adhered to in order to remain open and processing. The

regul ations currently in place are specifically outlined to ensure
that NO harnful chem cals are being discharged into | ocal waterways
or into the air fromour facility. The county of LA is thoroughly
nonitoring and testing all facilities to ensure current conpliance
for PFAS and hexaval ent chrone restrictions. We are a facility that
has been tested and found to be in full conpliance with no
detriment to our enployees and | ocal environment.

We here at Electrolizing have i nvested over $1 mllion to ensure
the safety of our enployees and surroundi ng community. There is no
suitable alternative that would conply with the specification

requi renents for original equipnent manufacturers in aerospace.

I ndustrial chrome processing is highly regulated to ensure

envi ronnent al and personnel safety. Qur processing is situated as
such that we enmit no hexaval ent chromuminto the air at any tine.
We have been a spearhead in the industry for air quality by adding
hi ghly speci alized covers and hydrogen gas absorbing filanent in

t hose covers which filter/ resist 100% of the hexaval ent chrom um

What has not been published is what the industry is doing to ensure
that any detrinent to the |ocal population or environnent is
mtigated / elimnated. Advancenents in information that is

avail able as well as requirenments that are currently being adhered
to are not mentioned. The article notes that California has the
strictest laws in the country regarding this issue.

Wth the time and dollar value invested for health and safety, our
conpany has taken into consideration far nore then what was |isted
or not listed in the article regarding what the industry is doing
to prevent any further detrinment to the air, |andscape and

wat erways. Furthernore, our stance is that we shoul d not be
included in the 2039 ban on hexaval ent chrone use in California
based on the fact that we enit no hexaval ent chrone funmes during
any point in our process. Being classified as an essential business
during COVID we continued to serve our US nmilitary and conmer ci al
air crafts during the pandemic with industry |eading parts to
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ensure upnost safety. As a locally fermal e owned busi ness, we woul d
be rems to fall under the same classification as the unregul ated
or nonconpl i ant conpani es.

Thank you for your consideration,

Susan B. G ant

Owner / Ceneral Manager

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/com-attach/457-chromeatcm2023-
BmMNROwBKV GQEdIAi.docx

Original File Name: Electrolizing letter.docx
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-30 14:32:51

No Duplicates.
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Greetings from Electrolizing,

Our company is a chrome plating processing facility in Los Angeles CA since 1947. We have been processing
parts for aerospace, medical equipment and military equipment applications among others. We are a
necessary and essential business provider for our customers in their various industries. Military and
commercial aircrafts require what we process as well as outline how we process. All environmental and

263-1regulatory requirements set forth by the state of California are the strictest in the nation and therefore
required to be adhered to in order to remain open and processing. The regulations currently in place are
specifically outlined to ensure that NO harmful chemicals are being discharged into local waterways or into
the air from our facility. The county of LA is thoroughly monitoring and testing all facilities to ensure current
compliance for PFAS and hexavalent chrome restrictions. We are a facility that has been tested and found to
be in full compliance with no detriment to our employees and local environment.

We here at Electrolizing have invested over $S1 million to ensure the safety of our employees and surrounding
community. There is no suitable alternative that would comply with the specification requirements for original
equipment manufacturers in aerospace. Industrial chrome processing is highly regulated to ensure
environmental and personnel safety. Our processing is situated as such that we emit no hexavalent chromium

5¢3-o into the air at any time. We have been a spearhead in the industry for air quality by adding highly specialized
covers and hydrogen gas absorbing filament in those covers which filter/ resist 100% of the hexavalent
chromium.

What has not been published is what the industry is doing to ensure that any detriment to the local
population or environment is mitigated / eliminated. Advancements in information that is available as well as
requirements that are currently being adhered to are not mentioned. The article notes that California has the
strictest laws in the country regarding this issue.

263-1

With the time and dollar value invested for health and safety, our company has taken into consideration far
more then what was listed or not listed in the article regarding what the industry is doing to prevent any further
detriment to the air, landscape and waterways. Furthermore, our stance is that we should not be included in

263 -othe 2039 ban on hexavalent chrome use in California based on the fact that we emit no hexavalent chrome
fumes during any point in our process. Being classified as an essential business during COVID we continued to
serve our US military and commercial air crafts during the pandemic with industry leading parts to ensure

263-1upmost safety. As a locally female owned business, we would be remis to fall under the same classification as
the unregulated or noncompliant companies.

Thank you for your consideration,
Susan B. Grant

Owner / General Manager

1947 Hooper Ave Los Angeles, CA 90011
Phone: 213-749-7876
Fax: 213-749-9880
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Comment 7 for Proposed Amendmentstothe ATCM for Chromium
Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Oper ations (chr omeatcm2023) -
15-3.

First Name: Florence

Last Name: Gharibian

Email Address: florencegharibian@yahoo.com
Affiliation: Del Amo Action Committee

Subject: ATCM Amendments
Comment:

COct ober 30, 2023

On Cctober 16, 2023. the California Air Resources Board rel eased
the Chronme Plating ATCM Third Notice of Public Availability of
Modi fi ed Text. Anendnents to the Airborne Toxic Control Measure for
Chrom um El ectropl ati ng and Chrom c Acid Anodi zi ng Operations. W
support the proposed anendnents and conmend the staff for the
integrity of this work.

Thi s correspondence provi des comrents on the docunent. As
mentioned, in previous correspondence we were encouraged by the
Board's approval of the ATCM Amendnments. Greg Harris and his staff
nodi fi ed the | anguage to correct granmatical errors and nore
importantly to clarify the |language in the docunent.

Fl orence Gnari bian, Chair of the Del Amo Action Committee served as
a Branch Chief in Department of Toxic Substances Contr ol

Enf orcenent Program for several years. Anbi guous | anguage

di m ni shes the ability of inspectors to do the inportant work of
ensuring regulatory requirenments are net. It can al so nake
conpliance nore difficult.

As exanple of clarification of the ATCM Arendnents staff renoved
the word "only" and renoved the phrase "except for the requirenments
set in 93102.4" to clarify the applicability requirenments for
facilities that have encl osed hexaval ent chrom um pl ating tank(s).
This nodi fication was necessary and strengthens the ASTM The

nodi fication nakes it clear that chrom um plating tanks are subject
to that section's requirenments for facilities that use hexaval ent
chromum Clearly the enclosure of hexaval ent chrom um pl ati ng
tank(s) is necessary and significantly reduces air em ssions of

t hi s danger ous chemi cal

Thank You for providing an opportunity to coment,

Fl orence Ghari bian, Chair Board of Directors

Del Ampb Action Conmmittee

Cynt hi a Babi ch, Director

Del Amp Action Conmmittee

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/com-attach/458-chromeatcm?2023-
B2FVP10zVHVQMwRq.pdf

Original File Name: FlorenceHexChrome10302023 (9).pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-31 15:57:54
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Staff
Cynthia Babich
Director

Cynthia Medina
Co-Director

Board of Directors
Florence Gharibian
Board Chair

Jan Kalani
Board Member
Homeowner/Resident

Bruce Bansen
Board Member
Homeowner/Resident

Bryan Castro
Board Member

Rosa Vega
Board Member
Resident

Emeritus Board
Lizabeth Blanco
Homeowner/Resident

Lydia Valdez
Homeowner/Resident

In Memoriam
Nick Blanco
Homeowner/Resident

Barbara Stockwell
Homeowner

Brenda Bibee
Board Member

Valerie Medina
Board Member
Resident

October 30, 2023

On October 16, 2023. the California Air Resources Board released the Chrome
Plating ATCM Third Notice of Public Availability of Modified Text.
Amendments to the Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Chromium
Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations. = We support the
proposed amendments and commend the staff for the integrity of this work.

This correspondence provides comments on the document. As mentioned, in
previous correspondence we were encouraged by the Board’s approval of the
ATCM Amendments. Greg Harris and his staff modified the language to correct
grammatical errors and more importantly to clarify the language in the document.

Florence Gharibian, Chair of the Del Amo Action Committee served as a Branch
Chief in Department of Toxic Substances Control Enforcement Program for
several years. Ambiguous language diminishes the ability of inspectors to do the
important work of ensuring regulatory requirements are met. It can also make
compliance more difficult.

As example of clarification of the ATCM Amendments staff removed the word
“only” and removed the phrase “except for the requirements set in 93102.4” to
clarify the applicability requirements for facilities that have enclosed hexavalent
chromium plating tank(s). This modification was necessary and strengthens the
ASTM. The modification makes it clear that chromium plating tanks are subject
to that section’s requirements for facilities that use hexavalent chromium. Clearly
the enclosure of hexavalent chromium plating tank(s) is necessary and
significantly reduces air emissions of this dangerous chemical.

Thank You for providing an opportunity to comment,

Florence Gharibian, Chair Board of Directors
Del Amo Action Committee

Cynthia Babich, Director
Del Amo Action Committee

P. O. Box 549, Rosamond, California 93560
Office: 661-256-7144
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