RULE 67.9

AEROSPACE COATING OPERATIONS
WORKSHOP REPORT

A workshop notice was mailed to all companies involved in aerospace
coating operations in San Diego County, the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), the California Air Resources Board (ARB), and other interested
parties. The workshop was held on March 6, 1991. Written comments were
also received. The comments and District responses are as follows:

WRITTEN COMMENT

A closed container of cleaning solvent should be allowed to have vent
openings for safety purposes. The wording for Subsection (d)(5)(iii) should be
changed to read as follows: "The cleaning solvent is flushed through the
application equipment into a closed container via an orifice in the container
which is only large enough to accommodate the application aperture with
clearance to allow for escaping air displaced by the incoming solvent."

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The suggested wording for Subsection (d)(5)(iii) is not stringent enough to
accomplish the intended emission control requirement. Therefore, this
wording will not be incorporated into the amended Rule 67.9. However, in
order to satisfy the above concern, Subsection (d)(5)(iii) has been specifically
worded to allow the cleaning solvent container to be equipped with vents,
provided such vents are necessary to comply with applicable fire and safety
codes.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Subsection (d)(5) should be modified to allow the use of solvents which have
a total vapor pressure of VOC of up to 45 mm Hg at 20 °C (or 68 °F) for clean-
up operations of large application, manufacturing, assembling, bonding,

masking, and stripping equipment.

DISTRICT RESPONSE
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The existing Rule 67.9 prohibits the use of solvents which have a total vapor
pressure of VOC of greater than 20 mm Hg at 68 °F (20 °C) to clean aerospace
coating application equipment. Any of the options specified in Subsection
(d)(5) may be used to clean the equipment of concern. Inclusion of the above
changes to the amended Rule 67.9 would represent an unjustified relaxation
of the rule. Therefore, the suggested modifications will not be incorporated
into the amended Rule 67.9.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Subsection (g)(4) should be deleted since the EPA has not approved any test
method for transfer efficiency. The referenced test is an expensive test'and its
use is not justified.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The test method referenced in Subsection (g)(4) is the only test available at the
present time to determine whether the application equipment will comply
with the transfer efficiency requirements of Rule 67.9. It will be used to
determine compliance with the amended Rule 67.9 until a better test method
is developed.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Subsections (g)(1), (g)(2) and (g)(5) should be deleted unless section (g) is
modified to explicitly indicate that tolerances for test method reproducibility
must be applied to analytical values obtained using the specified test methods
before determining compliance with Rule 67.9.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Each referenced test method generally contains a determination of the
accuracy and precision of the measured value. The District will evaluate the
accuracy of each analysis to determine compliance with Rule 67.9. This is
consistent with the procedures applied to other District standards. The
accuracy of a method depends on the materials being analyzed. Explicit
reference to accuracy and precision of the test methods in Rule 67.9 is not
feasible or necessary.

WRITTEN COMMENT
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Surface preparation is a general term that can refer to operations not
regulated by Rule 67.9. Subsection (a)(1) should be modified to replace the
reference to surface preparation operation with a more specific reference to
bonding, masking and surface cleaning operations.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. Subsection (a)(1) has been modified as suggested.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The reference to Rule 66 in Subsection (a)(2) should be deleted since, as
written, the materials exempted from daily recordkeeping requirements in
the amended Rule 67.9 will be subject to Rule 66, which also requires daily
recordkeeping.

DI RESPON

Rule 66 will be modified to explicitly state that operations subject to Rule 67.9,
including operations which are exempt from the daily recordkeeping
requirements of Rule 67.9, will also be exempt from the daily recordkeeping
requirements of Rule 66.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Usage records of materials which are exempted under the provisions of
Subsection (b)(1) are currently kept on a yearly basis based on purchase records
for the purpose of compliance with SARA Title III requirements. Therefore,

it is recommended that the monthly recordkeeping requirements specified in
Subsection (b)(1) be changed to yearly.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. Subsection (b)(1) has been modified to change the
recordkeeping requirements from monthly to yearly.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The word "coating” in the definition of adhesive in Subsection (c)(1) should
be changed to "material".

DISTRICT RESPONSE
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The District agrees. The definition of "adhesive" has been modified as
suggested. This change will not affect the VOC content limits, nor the
requirement for transfer efficient application methods, applicable to
adhesives.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Subsection (c)(2) should be modified to divide adhesive bonding primers into
the following three categories: 1) structural, 2) high solids, and 3) elastomers
and elastomeric adherends. The definitions and corresponding VOC limits

for these specialty coating categories should be added to the amended Rule
67.9.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. The definitions and corresponding VOC limits of the
"adhesive bonding primer" category have been modified.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The definition of hand application method in Subsection (c)(16) should be
modified to include spray guns.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District does not agree. Hand application methods are methods that are
considered to have very high transfer efficiency. By comparison, spray guns
are generally much less efficient. Therefore, inclusion of spray guns in this
definition is inappropriate.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The words "resulting from aerodynamic heating” should be deleted from the
definition of high temperature coating in Subsection (c)(18). The specified
temperature can occur by means other than aerodynamic heating.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. The definition of "high temperature coating" has been
modified as suggested.

WRITTEN COMMENT
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The definition of prepreg composite material in Subsection (c)(25) should be
modified to include all organic resins.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. The definition of "prepreg composite material” has been
modified as suggested.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The words "or directly to the aerospace components” should be deleted from
the definition of topcoat in Subsection (c)(41). In addition, a new detinition
and corresponding VOC limits for unicoats should be added.

DISTRICT RESPONSE
The definition of "topcoat” has been modified as suggested. In addition, the
definition of "unicoat" and corresponding VOC limits have been added. The

definition of primer has also been modified to clarify the difference between a
"primer" and an "unicoat".

WRITTEN COMMENT

The definition of autoclavable structural adhesive in Subsection (c)(37)
should be amended to include the use of a press to cure the adhesive.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. The definition of "autoclavable structural adhesive" has
been amended as suggested.

WRITTEN COMMENT
Since non-autoclavable structural adhesives, in some cases, must be cured
under high temperature, the reference to ambient conditions should be

deleted from the definition of non-autoclavable structural adhesive in
Subsection (c)(38).

DISTRICT RESPONSE
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The District agrees. The definition of "non-autoclavable structural
adhesives” has been amended to delete reference to curing under ambient
conditions.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The definitions of structural epoxy adhesives, elastomeric adhesives, and hot
melt sealants and corresponding VOC limits should be added to the amended
Rule 67.9.

DI N

The District believes the requested specialty coating categories are apprapriate.
These categories and corresponding VOC limits have been added to the rule.
WRI M

It is recommended that a VOC limit of 250 g/1 for non-autoclavable structural
adhesive be added to the amended Rule 67.9, effective 7/1/94.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Subsection (d)(1)(i) has been amended to include the suggested VOC limit for
"non-autoclavable structural adhesives".

WRITTEN COMMENT

The compliance effective date specified for the other adhesive category in
Subsection (d)(1)(i) should be changed to 7/1/9%4.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District does not agree. The compliance effective date for the "other
adhesives" category specified in Subsection (d)(1)(i) is consistent with the date
specified by other districts in Southern California. Therefore, extension of
this compliance date is not feasible without adequate technical justification.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The VOC limit for primers resistant to phosphate esters should be 350 g/,
effective on the date of adoption.
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DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. Subsection (d)(1)(i) has been amended to incorporate the
suggested VOC limit.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The VOC limit of space vehicle adhesives should be changed to 850 g/1 to be
consistent with the VOC limits for general adhesives.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District does not agree. The VOC limit for space vehicle adHiesives
specified in Rule 67.9 is consistent with the limit specified by other districts
for this specialty coating category. Therefore, this limit will not be changed.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The definition of "stencil coating” should be modified to include application
with spray equipment. This should not increase air emissions, but rather
eliminate the need to continually refill the smaller air brushes.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The definition of "stencil coating" has been changed to include the use of air
brushes with capacity up to eight ounces. Touch-up guns will not be
included. It was indicated during the workshop that the maximum size for
the spray equipment currently used to apply stencil coating is 8 ounces.
Therefore, inclusion of spray equipment larger than 8 ounces in the
definition of this coating is not appropriate.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Subsection (d)(2)(v) should be changed to include air assisted airless and
conventional spray applications for adhesives.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The suggested modifications can not be incorporated unless adequate
technical justification is provided to the District.
WRITTEN COMMENT
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Delete the words "partially polymerized" in the definition of "prepreg
composite material". This would avoid excluding non-polymerized material.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District believes that "partially polymerized" is a characteristic of a
prepreg composite material and should be retained in the definition of this
material.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Will sealants and potting compounds utilized for space vehicle coatings be
included in the "other space vehicle coating” category?

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Yes, they will be classified as "other space vehicle coating”.

WRITTEN COMMENT

WD-40 is a coating utilized to protect the space vehicle from corrosion during
storage and transportation. WD-40 is applied and removed various times
during the manufacturing process. Will it be considered as a "temporary
protective coating”, a "preservative oil and compound” or a "space vehicle
coating"?

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Since WD-40 is applied to a space vehicle in this case, it will be considered an
"other space vehicle coating". If the WD-40 is applied to other aerospace
components, it will be classified under the "preservative oil and compound”
category. The "temporary protective coating" category applies only to coatings
which are utilized on non-space vehicles for protection from mechanical
and/or environmental damages and are subsequently removed.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The definition of bearing coating and corresponding VOC limit should be
added to the amended Rule 67.9. This category is required to permit the use
of two critical high performance coatings used on "safety of flight"
components of some aircraft, the failure of which could result in loss of the
aircraft.
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DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees that a "bearing coating” is a highly specialized coating. The
requested specialty "bearing coating" category and corresponding VOC limit
have been added to the amended rule. The suggested definition of "bearing
coating" has been amended to facilitate enforcement of the rule.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The definition of electromagnetic radiation effect coatings should be modified
to include prevention of detection by infrared reflectance.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. The definition of "electromagnetic radiation effect
coatings" has been revised as requested.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The definition of self priming topcoats and corresponding VOC limit should
be added to the amended Rule 67.9. It is anticipated that such coatings can
replace some existing exterior paint systems and will reduce VOC emissions
through reduced use of solvent for clean up and surface preparation.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The definition of unicoats and corresponding VOC limits have been added to
Rule 67.9. Since the proposed "self priming topcoats” can be classified as
unicoats, addition of a new coating category for self priming topcoats is not
necessary.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Since Rule 67.9 only pertains to coating operations, where would other
operations or new coating categories that are part of the manufacturing
process associated with making an aerospace part but are not specifically
identified in Rule 67.9 be regulated? Additionally, the applicability of Rule
67.9 should be expanded to include coating and surface preparation or
cleaning of tooling, forms, molds and other manufacturing aids used in the
manufacturing of aerospace components. Subsection (a)(1) should be revised
to indicate explicitly that Rule 67.3 would not apply to operations associated
with the manufacturing of aerospace components.
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DISTRICT RESPONSE

Based on discussions between the District and aerospace industry
representatives, Rule 67.9 will not be revised to apply to operations associated
with the manufacturing of aerospace components which do not involve any
of the operations explicitly specified in Section (a). Such operations would be
subject to other rules of the District, as applicable. Rule 67.9 will not be
revised as suggested.

WRI

Coatings used for the purposes of research and development should nat have
any restrictions on volume usage. Material substitution is a critical element
of an aerospace company's regulatory compliance planning. Volume
restrictions will hinder the company's ability to achieve total compliance.
Therefore, it is recommended that the 50 gallon per year limit be removed
from Subsection (b)(1)(iv).

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District believes that 50 gallons per year is a reasonable upper limit for
the use of non-compliant coatings in research and development activities.
Presumably, coatings used in research and development for regulatory
compliance planning are compliant coatings. There is no restriction on
compliant coating usage. Subsection (b)(1)(iv) has been amended to clarify the
intent of this exemption.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Subsections (b)(3) and (b)(4) should be amended to include caulking and
smoothing compounds and preservative oils and compounds. These
materials are low in VOC and are used widely throughout the facility. Daily
recordkeeping requirements would be difficult to meet.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The caulking and smoothing compounds and preservatives oils and
compounds were considered as separate new specialty coating categories in
the amended Rule 67.9 because they have a high VOC content (in the range of
850 g/1). Therefore, they can not be exempt from daily recordkeeping
requirements.
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WRITTEN COMMENT

Operations used to support the manufacture of aerospace components should
be under Rule 67.9. In addition, small test panels used when testing coatings
should be defined as "aerospace components” so that they do not come under
Rule 67.3. The definition of aerospace component should be changed to
include test panels, forms and tools.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Rule 67.9 does not apply to operations associated with the manufacturing of
aerospace components which do not involve any of the operations explicitly
specified in Section (a). Therefore, forms and tools are not considered to be

aerospace components. The definition of "aerospace component” has been
revised to include aerospace test panels.

WRITTEN COMMENT

A definition for line sealer maskant and a corresponding VOC limit should
be added to Rule 67.9.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees such a category is necessary. The requested new specialty
coating category and corresponding VOC limit have been added to Rule 67.9.
WRITTEN COMMENT

Some oils are used for corrosion purposes only and are not used to provide
lubrication. Additionally, some components that are coated for corrosion
protection are not subsequently painted. Furthermore, some preservative

oils and greases are pigmented. Therefore, the definition of preservative oil
and compound in Subsection (c)(26) should be modified to reflect this.

DISTRICT RESPONSE
The District agrees. The definition of "preservative oil and compound" has

been amended to address the expressed concerns.

WRITTEN COMMENT
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Any "surface preparation” or cleaning done on an aerospace part should be
defined as surface preparation or cleaning done prior to a coating operation.
To prevent operations like weld preparation, i.e. surface cleaning
(preparation) done prior to welding, to be construed as "surface preparation”,
a definition of surface preparation and cleaning should be added to Section
(0.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The reference to "surface preparation” has been deleted from Rule 67.9. For
the purpose of this rule, "surface cleaning" refers to cleaning of an aerospace
component prior to or immediately after the application of an aerospace
coating. Subsection (a)(1) has been amended to clarify what operations are
intended to be subject to Rule 67.9. ' '

WRITTEN COMMENT

Maskant "lifts" are repaired by applying a small amount of solvent (usually
MEK) under the raised area and "re-bonding" the maskant. The definition of
touch-up coating in Subsection (c)(42) should be amended to incorporate such
operations.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The definition of "touch-up coating" has been modified to include maskant
repairing operations.

WRITTEN COMMENT
Coatings are used in some instances during wet fastener installation.

Therefore, the definition of wet fastener installation coating in Subsection
(c)(45) should identify sealant or coating.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The definition of "wet fastener installation" has been revised to include
primer also.

WRITTEN COMMENT

If a not specifically identified category is not exempt from Rule 67.9, then a
definition and corresponding VOC limit is necessary for an "Other Coating

Category".
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DISTRICT RESPONSE

Any aerospace coatings which do not correspond to a specialty coating
category specified in the table of Subsection (d)(1), other than topcoats, will be
classified as a topcoat. Therefore, the addition of a new "other coating”
category is unjustified. A VOC limit for such a category could not be
technically justified. Also, such a broad coating category could be abused.

WRITTEN COMMENT

There are some concerns that certain coating operations can not utilize the
allowable types of application equipment, or achieve the minimum transfer
efficiency level of 65%. Therefore, Subsection (d)(2)(v) should be expanded to
allow the use of conventional equipment for high solid coating applications.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Certain HVLP turbine systems have reportedly been used by some aerospace
companies to successfully spray high solid coatings. These companies should
be contacted regarding the use of this equipment for high solid coatings. The
application of high solid coatings can not be considered for exemption from
the high transfer efficiency requirements of Subsection (d)(2). An exception
has been made for maskants and temporary protective coatings applied with
airless spray equipment.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Subsection (d)(4) should be modified to limit its applicability to surface
preparation or cleaning of an aerospace component prior to painting.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The reference to "surface preparation" in Rule 67.9 has been deleted.
Subsection (d)(4) applies to operations for the purposes of not only cleaning of
an aerospace component prior to application of a coating but also cleaning of
the aerospace component immediately after the coating application, if such
cleaning operations are required in the process. Therefore, Subsection (d)(4)
will not be amended as suggested.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Subsections (d)(7) and (d)(8) should be deleted and a new section (d)(7) should
be added to require manufacturers of aerospace coatings to provide the VOC
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content of the coating, as applied, less water and less exempt compounds, in a
Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) or Technical Data Sheet. As written, even
though a coating which can be classified as more than one type of coating is in
compliance with the most stringent VOC limit of the applicable coating
categories, it may not be in compliance with the labeling requirement of
Subsections (d)(7) and (d)(8).

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Subsections (d)(7) and (d)(8) were incorporated into Rule 67.9 to facilitate the
enforceability of the rule. The suggested amendments to these subsections
will make Rule 67.9 difficult to enforce. Aerospace coatings should be labeled
such that all of the coating categories specified in Subsection (d)(1)(i) which
are applicable to the coating are identified. The coating must comply with the
most stringent VOC limit among the applicable coating categories. It is the
responsibility of the manufacturer to label all coating containers in accordance
with the requirements of Subsections (d)(7) and (d)(8). Should the coating be
tested by the District and its VOC content, as applied, was found to be higher
than the allowable limits specified in Subsection (d)(1), a notice of violation
(NOV) will be issued to the manufacturer of the coating and not the user,
provided that the user has not exceeded the maximum thinning ratio
recommended by the coating manufacturer. However, a NOV will be issued
to the user if a coating was found by the inspector to be used for any purposes
other than those labeled by the manufacturer on the coating container.

WRI
Subsection (e)(3) should be a subsection under Subsection (e)(2).

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District believes inclusion of Subsection (e)(3) is appropriate. The
wording of Section (e) has been incorporated into other District's VOC rules
which have been approved by the EPA and ARB. Therefore, revising the
wording of this section for Rule 67.9 alone would make it inconsistent with
other VOC control measures.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Some aerospace companies do not have the ability to track the use of solvents
on a daily basis utilizing their existing recordkeeping systems; nor do the
companies have the capability to differentiate solvent usage, i.e., surface
preparation versus equipment cleaning. Other than materials used in
permitted areas, daily recordkeeping is not possible at this time. It is
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recommended that these materials be tracked on an annual basis. If this is
not possible, then additional time will be necessary to create an extensive
daily recordkeeping program. In this case, Section (f) should be amended to
extend the effective compliance date by six months to one year. This will give
industry the time they need to establish a recordkeeping system to meet the
requirements of Section (f).

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The requirements for daily recordkeeping are mandated by the ARB and EPA
for daily VOC emissions standards. Daily recordkeeping requirements have
generally been incorporated into the permit conditions for aerospace
operations that require a Permit to Operate. However, to satisfy the expressed
concern, Section (f) has been revised to extend the effective compliance date
for daily recordkeeping requirements by six months.

WRI N M

Dip coating applications are difficult to quantify on a daily basis. Quantity of
materials are normally added to the tanks on an "as needed" basis. Therefore,
it is recommended that the recordkeeping requirements for dip tank
operations be on a material addition instead of material usage basis.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. Records of material additions to dip tanks may be used to
estimate the daily usage associated with dip tank operations. For example, the
average daily amount of material used for dip tank operations will be equal to
the amount of material added to the tank divided by the total number of days
elapsed between two consecutive tank additions.

WRITTEN COMMENT

In some processes, the same maskant is used for both chemical processing and
chemical milling operations. Therefore, it is necessary to have the same
compliance date specified for both chemical milling and chemical processing
maskants so that one maskant can still be used for both operations.
Emissions of ROG may potentially increase if two separate maskants are used
instead of one. The compliance date for maskants to have a VOC content of
less than 250 g/1 should be 7/1/93, which is the same as the one specified for
chemical milling maskants by the SCAQMD.

DISTRICT RESPONSE
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The compliance dates for which both chemical milling and chemical
processing maskants are required to have a VOC content of less than 250 g/l
have been changed to 7/1/93 in order to be consistent with the SCAQMD
requirements.

WORKSHOP COMMENT

Subsection (a)(1) seems to imply that any operation involving the cleaning of
an aerospace component will be subject to Rule 67.9, even though the
cleaning operation is not associated with an aerospace coating operation.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Since Rule 67.9 is an aerospace coating rule, only those cleaning operations
which are done as part of an aerospace coating operation will be subject to
Rule 67.9. Subsection (a)(1) has been amended to clarify what operations are
intended to be subject to Rule 67.9.

WORKSHOP COMMENT

Is the exemption specified under Subsection (b)(1)(iii) an exemption for small
sources only? As written, it is unclear whether the 50 gallons per year limit
refers to only non-compliance aerospace coatings or to any aerospace coating
applied at the facility.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

No, Subsection (b)(1)(iii) is not a small source exemption. This exemption is
intended to apply to any facility where only a small quantity of non-
compliant aerospace coatings are used. Therefore, the 50 gallons per year
limit should apply only to the use of non-compliant coatings at the facility,
excluding the non-compliance coatings claimed under the exemptions in
Subsections (b)(1)@), (b)(1)(iv), (b)(1)(v) and (b)(1)(vi). Subsection (b)(1)(iii) has
been amended to clarify the applicability of this exemption.

WORKSHOP COMMENT

Since the definition of prepreg composite material in Subsection (c)(25) will
be amended to include only organic resins, the definition of aerospace coating
should also be modified to limit the applicability of Rule 67.9 to organic
coatings only.

DISTRICT RESPONSE
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Since aerospace coatings may contain both organic and inorganic materials,
revising the definition of aerospace coatings to include only organic coatings
may result in confusion and misinterpretation of the rule. This suggestion
will not be incorporated.

WORKSHOP COMMENT

The word "interior" should not be added to the definition of primer in
Subsection (c)(28) since there may be problems in classifying an aerospace
component as an interior or exterior component.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The inclusion of the word "interior" in the definition of "primer" is
necessary to differentiate a primer which is not subsequently topcoated from
other types of coatings. A coating formulated to be used as a primer which is
applied to an exterior surface may be classified as a primer only if it is not
used as a final coating. For example, if a primer is applied to the outside of an
aircraft during repair and may not be topcoated for several months, it is still
classified as a primer since it would be topcoated eventually. In addition, if a
coating formulated to be used as a primer is applied to an aerospace
component which is primarily designed to be an interior component but
which may occasionally be exposed to the atmosphere, it is still classified as a
primer. For example, a primer applied to a component of an aircraft, which is
a part of the aircraft's interior shell but which may be exposed to outside air
when the door is opened, would still be classified as a primer.

WORKSHOP COMMENT

The definition of aerospace component in Subsection (c)(4) includes mockups
and prototypes. Since mockup and prototypes are considered a part of
research and development, and since coatings used for the purposes of
research and development are exempted under the provisions of Subsection
(b)(1)(iv), the reference to mockups and prototypes should be deleted from the
definition of aerospace component.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The rule contains an upper limit on the quantity of non-compliant coatings
which are exempt under the provisions of Subsection (b)(1)(iv). Therefore,
research and development coating operations will be subject to the limits of
Rule 67.9 if the non-compliant coating usage limit is exceeded. In this case, it
is necessary to include mockups and prototypes in the definition of aerospace
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component to preserve the applicability of the rule. However, in order to
clarify any ambiguity, Subsection (b)(1)(iv) has been amended to explicitly
include coating applied to mockups and prototypes.

WORKSHOP COMMENT

The reference to the interior of the fuel tank should be deleted from the
definition of fuel tank coating in Subsection (c)(15) since fuel tank coating
may also be needed for the coating of the fuel tank's exterior surface.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The reference to the interior of the fuel tank is specified in the definition of
"fuel tank coating" in the existing rule. Deletion of this limitation may be
considered a rule relaxation and will not be allowed by the ARB and EPA
unless adequate technical justification is provided. Such justification has not
been provided to the District. However, to satisfy the expressed concern, the
definition of "fuel tank coating” has been modified to allow the use of fuel
tank coating on surfaces that are frequently wetted by fuel.

WORKSHOP COMMENT

Will a totally enclosed cleaning device used for the cleaning of aerospace
coating application equipment require a permit?

DISTRICT RESPONSE
For an operation which already has an existing permit, the permit will be
modified to include the enclosed cleaning device as part of the permitted

unit. A new permit will be required for the cleaning device if the operation is
currently exempt from the permitting process.

WORKSHOP COMMENT
Is hand wiping allowed under the provisions of Subsection (d)(4)?
DISTRICT RESPONSE

Yes, if hand wiping is done using cleaning solvents which comply with the
VOC content or vapor pressure limits specified in Subsections (d)(4)(i) and
(d)(4)(i).
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WORKSHOP COMMENT

Will source tests be required to comply with Section (e)?

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Yes, source tests will be required to demonstrate compliance unless the
operation is identical to an operation that has previously been source tested.
WORKSHOP COMMENT

The words "exempt solvents” in Subsection (f)(1)(iv) should be changed to
"exempt compounds". )

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. Subsection (f)(1)(iv) has been amended as suggested.

WOR P COM
The word "apply" in Subsection (d)(9) should be changed to "supply".
DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. Subsection (d)(9) has been modified as suggested.

ARB COMMENT

Subsections (d)(1)(ii) and (d)(1)(iii) should be modified to clearly indicate what
types of maskants are subject to their provisions since the rule distinguishes
between chemical milling and chemical processing maskants.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Subsection (d)(1)(ii) has been modified to indicate that both chemical milling
and chemical processing maskants are subject to the provisions of this
subsection. Subsection (d)(1)(iii) has been modified to indicate that only
chemical processing maskants are subject to the provisions of this section. In
addition, Subsection (d)(1)(iv) has been added to explicitly specify the
requirements for chemical milling maskants.

ARB COMMENT
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The wording used to specify the limit for the VOC content of maskants in
Subsection (d)(1)(ii) and (d)(1)(iii) is confusing and appears to imply the
treating of perchloroethylene as an exempt solvent. It is recommended that
these subsections be amended to specify a limit on total VOC (including
perchloroethylene) per liter less water and exempt compounds as well as an
additional limit on perchloroethylene (alone) per liter less water and exempt
compounds.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The specification of a limit on total VOC (including perchloroethylene) in
conjunction with an additional limit on perchloroethylene (alone), as
suggested, is inadequate since this will allow substitution of
perchloroethylene in maskants by other non-exempt photochemically
reactive compounds. In addition, the District believes that the inclusion of
both a limit for perchloroethylene alone and a limit for VOC's other than
perchloroethylene will prevent perchloroethylene being misinterpreted as an
exempt compound, even though the other VOC limit is expressed on a "less
perchloroethylene” basis.

ARB COMMENT

It is unclear why the restriction on the perchloroethylene content of chemical
processing maskants should be abandoned after July 1, 1992.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

It was not the District's intent to delete the restriction on the
perchloroethylene content of chemical processing maskants in the future.
Subsection (d)(1)(iii) has been modified to retain the perchloroethylene
content limit.

ARB COMMENT

It is unclear why the VOC content in Subsection (d)(1)(ii) is not expressed as
grams per liter less water and exempt compounds. This conflicts with the
stated units of VOC content for coatings specified in the definition of VOC in
Subsection (c)(44).

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Subsection (d)(ii) has been modified to express the VOC content of maskants
on a "less water and less exempt compounds" basis.
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ARB COMMENT

The phrasing "total vapor pressure of VOC" specified in Subsections (d)(3)(ii),
(d)(@)(ii), (d)(5)(iv) and (g)(5) seems to indicate that only the contribution of
compounds classifiable as VOC to vapor pressure is referred to. This is
consistent with the calculation method specified in Subsection (g)(5).
However, as usually defined, vapor pressure refers to the overall pressure
exerted by a liquid's vapor and this overall pressure is what ASTM D2879-83
measures. Supplementary methods should be specified for adjusting ASTM
D2879-83 test results for the partial pressures of water and exempt compounds
if it is intended that only VOC partial pressures be considered.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

It is the District's intent that only the partial pressures of VOC be considered
in determining compliance with the vapor pressure limits specified in
Subsections (d)(3)(ii), (d)(4)(ii) and (d)(5)(iv). Since currently there are no
EPA-approved test methods for determination of the composition of a vapor
mixture, the partial pressure of water and exempt compounds will be
estimated using the District's "Procedure for Estimating the Vapor Pressure of
a Solvent Mixture". In applying this method, the fraction of water and
exempt compounds in the liquid phase will be determined using an
appropriate ASTM test method. Subsection (g)(5) has been modified to reflect
the suggested procedure for estimating partial pressures of water and exempt
compounds.

ARB COMMENT

In Subsection (g)(5), the intent seems to be to use the vapor pressure
calculation method as a screening method, and ASTM D2879-83 as a
verification method. This should be more clearly stated. Additionally, "VOC
containing compounds” should be changed to "VOC containing materials.”

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District believes that Subsection (g)(5) adequately states the intent of this
section. The vapor pressure calculation method specified in Subsection (g)(5)
will be used as a screening method to determine the vapor pressure of any
VOC containing materials subject to Subsections (d)(3)(ii) and (d)(4)(ii) of Rule
67.9. The ASTM D2879-83 test method will only be used if such analysis is
deemed necessary for the determination of compliance with Rule 67.9, i.e., if
the calculated vapor pressure is very close to the allowable limits specified in
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Rule 67.9. The word "compounds" has been changed to "materials” as
suggested.

ARB COMMENT

In Subsection (g)(3), the implied intention that emissions of exempt
compounds should be measured by EPA Method 18 and subtracted from the
total organic emissions measured by EPA Method 25 should be stated more
clearly.

DI P

The District believes it is appropriate to specify only the applicable test
methods in the test method section of Rule 67.9. Since the test procedure is
clearly described in each test method, it is the responsibility of the person who
conducts a test to know how the test should be performed . Therefore, it is
unnecessary to provide a detailed explanation of how the test methods
should be used in the rule.

ARB COMMENT

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) test method
referenced in Subsection (g)(4) is not officially final. The approvals required
by Subsection (d)(2)(vii) may act to catch any testing problems in the review
process, but the availability of the test method to the public should be verified
by the District.

DISTRICT RESPONSE
The draft version of the SCAQMD test method referenced in Subsection (g)(4)
is currently available to the public. If a revised version of the test method be

approved in the future, Rule 67.9 will be amended to incorporate the updated
version of the test.

ARB COMMENT
To improve the enforceability, it is recommended that the definition of
"antichafe coating" in Subsection (c)(5) be amended to include physical

requirements for this coating category such as coefficient of friction using
ASTM methods.

DISTRICT RESPONSE
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The District believes the definition of "antichafe coating”, as written, is
enforceable since it will prevent the classification of lubricative coatings as
antichafe coatings. It will not be feasible to include physical requirements
such as coefficient of friction in the definition of "antichafe coating" as
suggested because the materials to which these coatings are applied as well as
the operating conditions which dictate the use of these coatings can vary
widely.

ARB COMMENT

To improve the enforceability, the definition of "fuel tank adhesive" in
Subsection (c)(14) should be modified to indicate that the adhesive must be
used in conjunction with fuel tank coatings.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. The definition of "fuel tank adhesive" has been modified
as suggested.

ARB COMMENT

To improve the enforceability, it is recommended that a definition be added
to Section (c) to define the word "scale" which is used in the definition of
"heat treatment scale inhibitor" since scale defines a specific type of corrosion.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

"Scale” is a general term which is widely used in the chemical industry to
refer to the degradation of metallic alloys by an oxidation process. Since the
conditions leading to the formation of scale can vary greatly depending on the
type of alloys, the District believes that inclusion of a definition for "scale” in
Rule 67.9 is inappropriate and will not improve the enforceability of the rule.

ARB COMMENT

The definition of "optical anti-reflective coating” in Subsection (c)(24)
describes flat black paint, except for the mention of optical equipment. This
definition should be modified to clearly indicate that flat black coatings are

not covered by the definition except when used on or near optical equipment.

DISTRICT RESPONSE
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The District believes that the definition of "optical anti-reflective coating", as
written, does indicate that the coating in this category must be used on or near
optical equipment.

ARB COMMENT

To improve enforceability, it is recommended that the definition of "prepreg
composite material” in Subsection (c)(25) be amended to describe the partially
polymerized state of this material.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. The definition of "prepreg composite material" has been
modified as suggested.

ARB COMMENT

The adoption of many very specific coating categories in Rule 67.9 may result
in difficulty in enforcing the rule. Therefore, it is recommended that either a
petition-like program, such as the one found in the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD), or a coating usage tracking program, such
as the one proposed by the Ventura APCD, be adopted to improve the
enforceability of Rule 67.9. The petition program would simply require a user
to petition to the District for the usage of identified low usage/high VOC
coatings. The coating usage tracking program, on the other hand, includes a
recordkeeping requirement which requires industry to maintain a current list
of manufacturer identification, VOC content as applied, and a specification
information for specific specialty coating categories. Such tracking program
will allow the collection of coating information prior to inspection, giving the
inspector assistance in the identification of low usage/high VOC coating
categories.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District believes that a petition-like program would be difficult and time-
consuming to enforce in San Diego County due to the large number of
specialty coating categories associated with aerospace coating operations
required for the manufacturing and assembling of aerospace vehicles. (It
should be noted that there are only rework facilities in the BAAQMD and,
therefore, the number of coating categories requiring special usage petition is
substantially less.)

The amended Rule 67.9, as written, contains provisions for recordkeeping
requirements (Section (f)) as well as labeling requirements (Subsections (d)(7)
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and (d)(8)) which are specifically designed to improve the enforceability of the
rule. These requirements are even more stringent than the tracking program
proposed by the Ventura APCD.

ARB MENT

Since aerospace companies in San Diego County have reportedly been using
conformal coatings with VOC content of 201 to 664 g/1, the VOC limit for this
coating category should be lowered accordingly.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District has not been able to verify that all companies using conformal
coating in San Diego County will be able to use the referenced coating.
Therefore, the proposed VOC content limit for "conformal coatings” was set
at the same value specified in the SCAQMD's aerospace coating rule (Rule
1124) in order to preserve consistency among the districts in Southern
California. Rule 67.9 will be revised in the future to incorporate a lower VOC
limit for conformal coatings if such lower limit is found to be technically
feasible for all applications and is implemented by other districts in Southern
California.

ARB COMMENT

The division of the VOC content limit for "solid film lubricants" into two
categories appears to be unnecessary unless the intention was to drop the
VOC limit for fastener lubricants down to a lower value in the future as
found in SCAQMD Rule 1124 for aerospace operations.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

A VOC limit of 250 g/1 for fastener solid film lubricants has been added to
Rule 67.9, effective 7/1/94.

ARB COMMENT

Other aerospace rules which have adopted a transfer efficiency requirement
do not allow the use of airless spray equipment. Since HVLP guns have
reportedly been used to spray high solids materials in other industries, it is
recommended that Subsection (d)(2)(v) which allows the use of airless spray
equipment be deleted from Rule 67.9.

DISTRICT RESPONSE
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Based on a survey of the aerospace industry in San Diego as well as discussion
with other districts, none of the HVLP systems tested can be used successfully
to spray coatings such as maskants and temporary protective coatings.
Therefore, the District believes that the inclusion of airless spray equipment
for use with maskants and temporary protective coatings in Rule 67.9 is
justifiable at the present time.

ARB COMMENT

The wording in Subsections (e)(1)(ii) and (e)(1)(iii) should be clarified to better
reflect the fact that the emissions collection system collects evaporated VOC's
(not "emissions"”) while the emissions control device abates VOC delivered
by the collection system, (again, not "emissions").

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District believes that the wording of Subsections (e)(1)(ii) and (e)(1)(iii) is
appropriate. This wording is consistent with other District's VOC rules which
have previously been approved by the ARB and EPA.

EPA COMMENT

The exemptions specified in Subsections (b)(1)(i), (b)(1)(iv), (b)(1)(v) and
(b)(1)(vi) for touch-up and stencil coatings, research and development
operations, aerosol spray containers, and prepreg composite materials should
be included under the exemption of Subsection (b)(1)(iii) for low-use coatings.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District does not agree. Since aerospace coatings operations are generally
very large operations, it is not feasible to group all low-usage coatings under a
single facility-wide exemption limit of 50 gallons per year. The exemptions
specified under Subsections (b)(1)(i), (b)(1)(iv), (b)(1)(v) and (b)(1)(vi) are
necessary because of the inherent nature of the specific coating or coating
operation. The justifications for inclusion of these exemptions are discussed
below.

The exemption specified in Subsections (b)(1)(i) is necessary because it is not
technically feasible at the present time to lower the VOC content of touch-up
and stencil coatings. Touch-up coating normally must have a high VOC
content since it must be compatible with several types of coatings. Similarly,
since a primer is not generally used with stencil coating, the stencil coating
must be able to stick to a wide variety of topcoats. In addition, stencil coatings
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are generally applied in a very thin film. Therefore, the VOC content of
stencil coatings must be kept at a fairly high level.

The exemption for research and development in Subsection (b)(1)(iv) is
necessary because non-compliant coatings must be used in some cases to test
the performance of new compliance coatings. Furthermore, some of the
coatings used for research and development are classified as "top secret” and
can not be easily regulated.

The exemption for aerosol spray containers in Subsection (b)(1)(v) is necessary
because aerosol spray materials have high VOC content. Since it is not
technically feasible at the present time to develop low VOC aerosol materials
nor is it practical to totally out law the use of aerosol sprays, inclusion of an
exemption for aerosol spray containers in Rule 67.9 is appropriate.

While prepreg composite material is not a low-usage material, the District
believes the inclusion of an exemption for prepreg composite material in
Subsection (b)(1)(vi) is appropriate because this material generally has a very
low VOC content. Therefore, emissions from the use of this material will be
negligible in comparison to other aerospace coatings.

EPA COMMENT

Aerospace coating operations are subject to the requirements of the
Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products (MMP&P) Control Technique
Guideline (CTG). At the present time, the coating limit recommendations
provided by the Phase III Study for Aerospace Coating Operations are still
applicable. Therefore, the District should require coating limits that are
consistent with the MMP&P CTG and the Phase III Study. Where such limits
cannot be achieved, technical justification must be provided to support the
need for the higher limits.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The specialty coating categories and limits proposed for Rule 67.9 were
developed to address the specialized coating needs of local aerospace industry.
Specific technical support for these specialty coating categories has been
shown. In addition, Rule 67.9 was made as consistent as technically justified
with those of other southern California air pollution control districts in order
to establish regulatory consistency in southern California. This is necessary
because the aerospace specialty coatings market in San Diego County alone is
not large enough to encourage coating manufacturers to invest the necessary
resources to develop coatings with lower solvent contents. However, the
District believes the combined markets of all affected southern California
districts will be adequate for this to occur. The District will participate in a
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committee of affected districts, the EPA and the ARB to address the problems
with the aerospace coating rules and to propose revisions at a future date,
once the identified issues are resolved.

EPA COMMENT

The limits for maskants should be amended to eliminate the exemption of
perchloroethylene from VOC control requirement as it is considered a VOC
by the EPA.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District believes the proposed limits for maskants are appropriate, at the
present time. As written, Rule 67.9 provides for regulation of other VOC's
and caps emissions of perchloroethylene. Where the technology is found to
be available for reformulation of maskants, such as for chemical milling
maskants, a lower limit on the VOC content of maskants, including
perchloroethylene, has been specified.

EPA COMMENT

It is recommended that the discretionary clauses specified in Section (e) be
removed or Section (e) be modified to include a statement which does not
bind the EPA to any approvals made by the District.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The wording of Section (e) has been incorporated into other District VOC
rules which have been approved by the EPA and ARB. Therefore, revising
this section for Rule 67.9 alone would make it inconsistent with other VOC
control measures. The reference to the APCO's approval in Section (e) is
intended as a reminder for any person who wants to use air pollution control
equipment to comply with Rule 67.9 that a permit is required for the
installation and operation of the control equipment. The District believes
this should not be considered as a discretionary action by the APCO since the
criteria upon which the approval will be based have been explicitly specified
in the rule. The requirement that emission control devices and their
operation and maintenance be approved, in writing, by the APCO is basic to
the effectiveness of the District's permitting program. The permitting
program is one of the principal tools for enforcing Rule 67.9 requirements.

EPA COMMENT
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Any test methods referenced in Section (g) which have not been approved by
the EPA must be submitted to the EPA for evaluation. Approval of the rule
will depend upon the acceptability of the referenced test methods.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District will submit copies of all test methods referenced in Section (g)
which have not been approved by the EPA with the amended Rule 67.9
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e RULE 67.9
AEROSPACE COATING OPERATIONS

ADDENDUM TO WORKSHOP REPORT

A workshop notice was mailed to all companies involved in aerospace coating
operations in San Diego County, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
the California Air Resources Board (ARB), and other interested parties. The work-
shop was held on March 6, 1991. The proposed Rule 67.9 was subsequently revised
to incorporate the comments received prior to and during the workshop. The
revised Rule 67.9 was mailed to workshop s participants on March 21, 1991, along
w1th a workshop report summarlzmg the Dlstncts responses to the comments.

67—9- Subseguently, additional comments were recelved that resulted in
additional changes to the rule. Following are the additional comments and
District response.

WRITTEN COMMENT

An additional exemption should be included in Section (b) to address testing of
coatings and materials in aerospace laboratories. Coatings with high VOC contents
are often used in evaluating the performance requirements of new low VOC con-
tent materials. While these high VOC content coatings are used in small quanti-
ties, these quantities could exceed the 50 gallons per year limit in Subsection (b)(ii).
It is recommended that an exemption similar to that of Rule 1124 from the
SCAQMD be added to Rule 67.9 to allow for special coatmg usage in laboratory
situations.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

An exemption has been added to Rule 67.9 for coatings used exclusively for pur-
poses of research and development, provided not more than 50 gallons per year of
all such non-compliant coatings are used. The District believes that 50 gallons per
year is a reasonable upper limit for the use of non-compliant coatings in research
and development activities.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Not all adhesives are typical of VOC-containing coatings. Many adhesives are
films supported by some carrier media, i.e., prepreg materials. Therefore, the
words "a coating” in the definition of "adhesive" should be replaced by the words
"any substance".
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DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. The reference to "coating" in the definition of "Adhesive" has
been deleted.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Approximately 15% of the surfaces of fuel tank parts are externally exposed. These
surfaces are coated with the fuel tank coating to prevent surface contamination
and subsequent coating adhesion problems in service. Moreover, the application
of alternative coatings to the exterior surfaces of fuel tank parts would require
additional masking and solvent cleaning steps resulting in further VOC emis-
sions. The definition in Rule 1124 from the SCAQMD provides for fuel tank coat-
ing application "to a fuel tank of an aircraft” without limiting it to interior
portions only. This language should be incorporated into San Diego County's
proposed amendments.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The Districts does not agree. The reference to the interior of the fuel tank is
specified in the definition of "Fuel Tank Coating" in the existing rule and,
therefore, can not be deleted without adequate technical justification. Such
justification has not been provided. It should be noted that the definition in
SCAQMD's Rule 118 is being revised to include additional restrictions in the uses
of "Fuel Tank Coating". However, the District believes it can justify allowing the
use of fuel tank coating on fuel fill and drainage tracks and surfaces that are
frequently wetted by fuel. The definition has been modified accordingly.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The apparent intent of the proposed definition for "Preservative Oils and Com-
pounds” is to address materials used to prevent corrosion. In general, these
coatings are not pigmented; however, for purposes of identification, some
pigmentation may be necessary. The definition of "Preservative Oils and Com-
pounds” should be modified to exclude the references to pigment and to
lubrication (addressed by the lubricant categories).

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The reference to pigment in the definition of "Preservative Oils and Compounds"
has been deleted. Since some preservative oils and compounds are being used by
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local aerospace companies for corrosion and/or lubrication, the definition of
"Preservative Oils and Compounds" has been modified to reflect this.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The proposed VOC content for "Fuel Tank Coating" is 650 grams per liter (g/1), as
applied. The SCAQMD limit is 720 g/1. Current coatings available range in VOC
content from 600 to 720 g/1. Reformulation of these coatings for a 70 g/1 reduction
before rule adoption is not possible nor it would result in significant VOC reduc-
tion. Therefore, it is recommended that the VOC limit for "Fuel Tank Coating" be
changed to 720 g/1.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District does not agree. The proposed VOC limit for "Fuel Tank Coating"
reflects the VOC content of the coatings currently used in San Diego. In addition,
this limit is specified in the existing Rule 67.9. A higher VOC limit would be con-
sidered a rule relaxation.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The proposed VOC content for "Rain Erosion Resistant Coating" (690 g/1) is
inconsistent with SCAQMD limit of 800 g/l. While both districts propose
reductions of 420 g/1 in 1994, suitable coatings for specialized applications are not
available at the 690 g/1 limit. Since reformulation to meet the adoption date is not
possible, it is recommended that the VOC limit for this specialty coating category
be changed to 800 g/1.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District does not agree. The proposed VOC limit for "Rain Erosion Resistant
Coating" reflects the VOC content of the coatings currently used in San Diego. A
higher VOC limit would not be technically justified.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Form Release Agents, Preservative Oils and Compounds, Caulking and
Smoothing Compounds, Conformal Coatings, Heat Treatment Scale Inhibitors,
and Thermocontrol Coatings are either new categories or categories with different
names than those in the existing SCAQMD Rule 1124. The use of such coatings is
generally small, and on a relative scale, little environmental benefit is gained
through their regulation. Low-use specialty coatings are more appropriately regu-
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lated under a general rule for organic-containing materials, where emissions are
still limited, but extensive labelling and recordkeeping are not required. In
addition, the proposed amendments do not address all the specialty coatings used
by the aerospace industry by the addition of these categories. Therefore, it is
recommended that Form Release Agents, Preservative Oils and Compounds,
Caulking and Smoothing Compounds, and Thermocontrol Coatings be considered
exempt and thus subject to Rules 66, 67.6 and/or 67.12 as applicable.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District does not agree. Form release agents, preservative oils and
compounds, caulking and smoothing compounds, and thermocontrol coatings are
specialized coatings for which a need for higher VOC limits has been technically
justified. Since these coatings may or may not be used in low quantities, the
District believes their usage should be regulated under Rule 67.9. It should be
noted that an explicit exemption for low-usage coatings is included in Rule 67.9.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The July 1, 1992 date proposed by San Diego County for the VOC content limit of
chemical milling maskant would require reductions one year sooner than the
SCAQMD. The aerospace industry is currently reviewing low VOC materials and
working toward the July 1, 1993 deadline SCAQMD established in their existing
rule. At the present, however, it is optimistic to expect that a reformulated candi-
date can be implemented by this date. A qualified candidate may be available in
the near future; however, it is difficult to apply to aerospace components.
Implementation will require additional time to train applicators, install necessary
facility equipment to provide special environmental conditions for application,
and will generate additional waste due to increased rework. The date proposed in
Rule 67.9 does not allow time to review other, more practical, candidates.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The compliance date for low-VOC chemical milling and chemical processing
maskants has been changed to July 1, 1993 to be consistent with other districts in
southern California. It should be noted, however, that low-VOC water-borne
maskants have been developed and shown to be successful for use in chemical
milling and potentially promising for use in chemical processing. The District will
reexamine the issues relating to maskants in the future. Rule 67.9 may be further
revised at a later date if the results of performance tests of these low-VOC
maskants are successful.



Rule 69 - Workshop Report

WRITTEN COMMENT

Because aerospace coatings are manufactured throughout the world, the labelling
requirements proposed in Subsections (d)(7) and (d)(8) would be difficult to meet.
Coatings used in the SCAQMD jurisdiction or in other state and local districts
would not necessarily have accurate labels in San Diego County because VOC
and/or coating definitions may vary substantially. For example, at least one local
air pollution control agency in the western U.S. is proposing a VOC definition
without listing any exempt compounds. The VOC content on the label would not
be accurate for both that agency's regulations and San Diego County. Another
example of a discrepancy resulting from labelling requirements is the varying
definition for primer and pretreatment coatings between three local agencies:
SCAQMD, San Diego, and Ventura Counties. Moreover, some coatings may have
more than one use, i.e. a specific coating may be used for a variety of applications.
While the VOC content will meet the regulated limit, the category/definition may
not agree with the use. Coating manufacturers may not be aware of all uses or
definitions for a particular coating, especially some of the low-use specialty coat-
ings described above.

As an alternative to labelling requirements, other districts (SCAQMD & Ventura
APCD) use a "list and category identification system" similar to the requirements
specified in Subsection (f)(1) to aid enforcement activities. If a coating is discov-
ered being used, but not on the list, or if a coating is being used in a category not
previously specified on the list, then a violation has taken place. Since these
"lists" will be required to meet other recordkeeping purposes, they can logically
serve another purpose; whereas Subsections (d)(7) and (d)(8) will require extensive
monitoring, recordkeeping and labelling on the aerospace company's part, and
will constitute no improvement in air quality. Therefore, it is recommended that
Subsections (d)(7) and (d)(8) be deleted from Rule 67.9.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District believes the labelling requirements as specified in Subsections (d)(7)
and (d)(8) would greatly improve the enforceability of Rule 67.9. However, since
other districts in southern California do not require coating containers to be
labeled in their aerospace rules, it may be difficult to implement these provisions
at the present time. Therefore, the labelling requirements of Subsection (d)(7) and
(d)(8) have been replaced by a new provision similar to the coating usage tracking
program used by the Ventura APCD. To facilitate the enforceability of the rule,
users of aerospace coatings are required to submit to the District a list of all coatings
applied at each affected facility. The user must identify the intended uses of each
aerospace coating, as well as provide all technical information to support that the
coating has been formulated for each intended use. The use of an aerospace
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coating is prohibited unless the coating is included on the list and is used only as
the coating category specified on the list for that specific coating. The list must be
revised and submitted to the District when a new coating is used or when the
coating is used for purposes other than those previously identified on the list. The
coating must be in compliance with the VOC content limit specified in Rule 67.9
for each intended use identified on the list.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Although the test methods specified in Rule 67.9 for use in determining VOC con-
tent and vapor pressure are similar to those of the SCAQMD, possible compliance
issues could result as materials with VOC contents expressed on labels are
imported to or exported from other districts where VOC definitions and test
methods vary. While the use of ASTM and EPA methods is preferred because of
their nationwide applicability, language accepting the use of VOC content
expressed on labels using test methods developed by other districts should be
added to Rule 67.9. :

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District does not agree. Most of the test methods specified in Rule 67.9 are
standard methods which are approved by the EPA and the ARB. These methods
are currently used by districts in southern California to determine the VOC
content and vapor pressure of coatings. The District believes that specifying
approved test methods in Rule 67.9 is appropriate. This is also a requirement of
the EPA and ARB.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Section (f) on recordkeeping is consistent with the SCAQMD requirements for
daily records on coatings. However, the requirements to maintain records on sol-
vent usage for all cleaning and surface preparation will be extremely difficult.
Solvents are often dispensed from small bottles in minute quantities.
Measurements could be arbitrary or rough estimate at best. It is suggested that
wipe solvent usage be based on daily inventories of solvents kept at dispensing
stations. In other words, log books can be kept at storage cabinets or supply counter
where solvents are stored and dispensed. Usage would be determined by the dis-
tribution of the solvent from those stations to specific process areas. This would
eliminate error in daily use estimates. Therefore, it is recommended that
Subsection (f)(2) be modified to reflect this.
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DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. Subsection (f)(2) has been amended to require daily dispensing
records instead of daily usage records of solvents used only for equipment cleaning
and surface cleaning operations.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Subsection (b)(1)(vi) should be modified to exempt epoxy prepreg materials also. It
is recommended that the reference to Rule 67.12 be deleted from this subsection.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. Subsection (b)(1)(vi) has been amended as suggested.

WRITTEN COMMENT

The definition of "Form Release Agent" should be modified to include mold
release agents which are applied on metal or composite molds used to form or
mold composite parts (prepreg lay-up or wet lay-up).

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. The definition of "Form Release Agent" has been amended to
include mold release agents.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Placing restrictions on the use of coatings for research and development would

bring a halt to originating new and more acceptable coatings. It is recommended
that Subsection (b)(1)(iv) be deleted from Rule 67.9.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District does not agree. Inclusion of an exemption in Rule 67.9 for non-com-
pliant coatings used exclusively for the purposes of research and development is
necessary for the development and testing of new compliant coatings. However,
the District believes that 50 gallons per year is a reasonable upper limit for the use
of such non-compliant coatings. Presumably, the majority of coatings used in
research and development for product improvements and/or new product devel-
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opment are compliant coatings. There is no restriction on compliant coating
usage.

WRITTEN MMENT

An "Other Coating Category"” should be created to allow new coatings not identi-
fied or defined in the existing rule to be placed in a category that would reasonably
represent the VOC of the material. As program requirements change and new
work is secured, coatings like rocket booster, metallic epoxy, wing or wire may be
required. Since many coatings being used by other aerospace companies, but not
currently in use in San Diego County, have a much higher VOC level than that of
a topcoat, regulating these materials which are treated as specialty coatings in other
districts as topcoats may create problems. The creation of an "other category"
would allow partial correction of this scenario. If this is too broad of a category,
then specific categories (as identified in other aerospace rules) should be identified
despite current uses.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District does not agree. Rule 67.9 includes all specialty coatings the local
aerospace industry has identified as currently used in San Diego County. The
District believes the inclusion of specialty coating categories which are not
currently used in San Diego County is not justified at the present time. Should a
new specialty coating category be required in the future, additional amendments to
Rule 67.9 could be considered.

ITTE NT

Bondo's, filler's, and primer surfacers are not coatings, nor are greases, waxes or
other lubricative and/or preservative materials. Therefore, the definitions for
"Caulking and Smoothing Compounds" and "Preservative Oils and Compounds"
should be modified to delete the reference to coating in these definitions.
Additionally, the VOC's associated with these materials are generally very low.
Since daily recordkeeping on low usage, low VOC materials is arduous and is not
reasonable, it is recommended that these materials be included in the exemptions
specified in Subsections (b)(3) and (b)(4).

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District believes the definitions of "Caulking and Smoothing Compounds"
and "Preservative Oils and Compounds" are appropriate. The word "coating", for
the purposes of Rule 67.9, means a material which can be applied as a thin layer to
a substrate, including, but not limited to, paints, sealants, etc.
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While some caulking and smoothing compounds and preservative oils and com-
pounds are low-VOC materials, other compounds in these categories have been
found to have a high VOC content. Therefore, inclusion of these specialty cate-
gories in the exemption specified in Subsection (b)(4) is not justified. However,
the District agrees that daily recordkeeping requirements may not be necessary for
low-usage materials which have a low VOC content. Therefore, Subsection (b)(3)
has been amended to exempt caulking and smoothing compounds and preserva-
tive oils and compounds which have a low VOC content from daily recordkeeping
requirements.

WRITTEN COMMENT

It has been identified that fuel tank coatings are generally used on the exterior of
the fuel tanks because the areas require protection of tanks in case of fuel leakage
between inspections. In the case of the 747, these inspections take place once every
393 days. It should be noted that, by specification, only limited areas outside of the
fuel tank utilize a fuel tank coating. These areas typically have these require-
ments because of the potential for exposure to fuel during operation. Therefore, it
is recommended that the phrase "frequently wetted by fuel” in the definition of
"Fuel Tank Coating" be changed to "potential exposure to fuel" to better represent
the engineering requirements.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District does not agree. The suggested wording is not restrictive enough to
prevent unnecessary uses of this specialty coating. However, the definition of
"Fuel Tank Coating" has been modified to explicitly allow application of this
coating on fuel fill and drainage tracks.

WRITTEN COMMENT

As discussed in the workshop report, stencil spray applications are limited to air-
brushes. Touch-up guns with capacity of less than 8 ounces are also used for
stencil applications. Since the amount of material applied is the same whether a
touch-up gun or an airbrush is used, touch-up guns should be allowed for use in
stencil spray applications.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. The definition of "Stencil Coating" has been amended to
include touch-up guns with capacity of 8 ounces or less.
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WRITTEN COMMENT

The definition of "Unicoat" could be misconstrued as a primer because of the simi-
larity between the two definitions. In addition, the term "applied directly to"
might exclude applications over prepared (resin sealed, anodized, alodined), but
not painted surfaces. Therefore, it is recommended that the definition of
"Unicoat" be modified to clarify this. Additionally, "primerless topcoat" should be
used instead of "Unicoat" since it better describes the types of materials being cate-
gorized, and is not a registered trade name.

DISTRICT RESPON

The District believes that the definition of "Primer” in Rule 67.9 clearly differenti-
ates a unicoat from a primer. A coating used for purposes of corrosion prevention,
environmental protection and/or functional fluid resistance which is not subse-
quently topcoated would be classified as a primer only if it is applied on interior
areas. In addition, since chemical treatments of an aerospace component using
inorganic solutions are not considered as aerospace coating operations, a coating
applied over a chemically treated surface which is not subsequently topcoated
would still be classified as a unicoat. The definition of "Unicoat" has been
amended to clarify the District's intent. The use of the word "unicoat" is retained
in Rule 67.9 at the present time to preserve consistency among the districts in
southern California.

WRITTEN COMMENT
The word "content" in Subsection (f)(1)(ii) is spelled incorrectly.
DISTRICT RESPONSE

The spelling mistake in Subsection (f)(1)(ii) has been corrected.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Does an aerospace company become a "supplier" if the company purchases
materials in bulk and dispenses them in smaller containers for use throughout the
facility?

DI RESPON
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No, they would not be considered as a "supplier”. It should be noted that the
labelling requirements and the provisions which prohibit the formulation or
reformulation of VOC-containing materials to increase the content of methylene
chloride and CFC's in Rule 67.9 are applicable only to the manufacturers, not to
the users and distributors, of these materials.

WRITTEN COMMENT

Section (f) should be expanded to include the recordkeeping requirements for dip
tanks as identified in the workshop report.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. Subsection (f)(2) has been modified to clarify the recordkeeping
requirements for dip tanks.

ADVISORY E ME NT

Subsection (b)(4) should be modified to clarify the intent of this exemption.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

Subsection (b)(4) has been amended to clarify that this exemption applies only to
adhesives and sealants which are applied outside application stations required to
have a District Permit to Operate.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING COMMENT

The definition of "Unicoat" should be expanded to include coatings applied over
an old coating system in lieu of stripping the old coating system.

DISTRICT RESPONSE

The District agrees. The definition of "Unicoat" has been amended as suggested.



Proposed amendments to Rule 67.9 are to read as follows:

RULE 67.9. AEROSPACE COATING OPERATIONS
(@) APPLICABILITY

(1) Thisruleis apphcable to the coaung, maskmg, bgndmg and pamt stnppmg of

3)(2) Exeep hervss-providad- . any Aly coating surface
cleaning or eqmpment cleanmg operanon whlch is exempt from all or a portion of this rule
pursuant to Section (b), shall comply with the provisions of Rule 66:,61.6 and/or Rule
67.12 as applicable,

(b) EXEMPTIONS

(1) The provisions of Seetiea Subsections (d)ﬂ)_mmngh_(_d)_(i)_shall not apply to
the following:

@ Touch- . i il :
)(il) A stationary source where not more than 50 gallons per year of acrospace
coating is used.

(i) Coatings with separate formulations that are used in volumes of less than

20 gallons per year provided not more than 50 gallons per year of all such non-
mhamcoanngsmusedatthemuonmysom This amount does pot include
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(c) DEFINITIONS
For the purposes of this rule the following definitions shall apply:

D2 " Adhesive Bonding Primer" is a coating apphed in a very thin film to
acrospace metal-adhesive bond detail components for corrosion inhibition and adhesion of
the subsequently applied adhesive

@)(6) "Aerospace Component" is any raw material. partial or completed
fabricated part, assembly of parts or completed unit of any aircraft, helicopter, missile or
space vehicle, including mockups.test panels and prototypes.
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)(14) "Electromagnetic Radiation Effect Coatings" are coatings primarily
applied to prevent radar detection, detection by infrared relectance and electromagnetic
interference.

«)(16) "Flight Test Coating" is a temperary coating applied to test ap aircraft prior
1o flight testing to protect the aircraft from corrosion and to provide the required markings
during flight test evaluation.

€5(19) "Fuel Tank Coating" is a coating applied to the interior of a fuel tank, fuel
ﬁu.md_dzmmmn.m_m%ammmwmdmgl of an aircraft or space
. including corrosion due to acidic by-products of

vehicle to protect it them from corrosion, j i
bacterial growth.
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¢6)(22) "High Temperature Resistant, Thermal Flash Resistant, Rain
Erosion Resistant Coating" is a fluoroelastomeric coating that is designed specifically
to protect aerospace vehicles from thermonuclear flash, erosion from airborne particles
such as rain, ice, sand, etc., and temperatures above 450° F (233° C),

gCIOSDAlA DIODONEALS 1O DIOWACT SULLIatS: ¢

H(29) "Maskant for Chemical Processing"” is a coating applied directly to a
2eTOSDACE COMDONENLS methi-par mpromsuffacemduﬁng 3 Hlime
anodizing, aging, bonding, plating, etching, or other chemical surface operations.

(8)(33) "Pretreatment Coating" is a coating which contains a-small-quantity
- ight of acid to provide surface etching, and is applied directly to
metal surfaces to provide corrosion resistance, adhesion and ease of stripping.

)(34) "Primer" is a coating usually applied for purposes of corrosion prevention,
protection from the environment, functional fluid resistance and adhesion of subsequent
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coatings. A primer would include a coating which is formulated to be used as a primer but
which, in a specific application, is used as an initial and final coating on interior areas
without subsequent application of a topcoat.

€0)(39) "Space Vehicle Coating" is a coating applied to vehicleg designed for use
beyond the earth's atmosphere. i

@2)(42) "Stripper" is a volatile liquid applied to remove a maskant, paint, paint residue
or temporary protective coating.

@3)(46) "Temporary Protective Coating" is a pigmented coating applied to an
aerospace component to protect it from mechanical and/or environmental damage during
manufacturing or shipping.

@4)(47) "Thermocontrol Coating” is a coating applied to space vehicle components
to reflect heat and formulated to give specific heat reflectance, absorption and emissivity
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properties, or is a coating required for aerospace engine components to delay component
failure due to fire.

&5)(48) "Topcoat" is a coating applied over a primer er-direetly-to-the-aerospace
compenent as the final coat for purposes such as appearance, identification, or protection.

a6)(52) "Volatile Orgamc Compounds (V OC)" for the purpose of this rule means
any volatile compound er-cembis pf-volat mpeunds of carbon, excluding
methane, carbon monoxide, carbon leXIde carbomc acid, ammonium carbonate, metallic
carbtdes. end metalhc carbonates,

methylene-ehloride; 1:1;1-
thane-which may be emitted to the atmosphere during

(d) STANDARDS
() YOC Limits,

€D() A person shall not use epply-to in acrospace eempenents coating
m.sul?jeet-sﬂhu-mle-any coating whlch contams VOC in excess of the
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