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SUMMARY: 

Overview 

Proposed new Rule 67 .11.1 and amended Rule 67 .11, that was originally adopted on 

August 13, 1997 (APCB #4), both control volatile organic compound emissions from 
wood coating operations. New Rule 67 .11.1 implements federally mandated 

Reasonably Available Control Technology requirements. It applies only to large 
wood-coating facilities emitting 25 tons per year of volatile organic compounds or 

more. The rule is similar to existing Rule 67 .11 except it specifies lower federal 
volatile organic compound limits for some wood coatings and requires a continuous 
monitoring system for facilities using add-on control equipment. Rule 67 .11.1 also 
does not include the more stringent California volatile organic compound limits in 
Rule 67 .11 that take effect in 2005. 

Rule 67 .11 is amended to include all Rule 67 .11.1 requirements so that businesses 

need only comply with amended Rule 67.11 to assure compliance with both rules. 

New Rule 67 .11.1 is required to satisfy federal air quality requirements and is a 
necessary part of the Air Pollution Control District's (District) ozone attainment 
redesignation request. It will be submitted to Environmental Protection Agency for 
inclusion in the State Implementation Plan. Amended Rule 67 .11 contains more 

stringent state requirements that take effect in 2005 and, therefore, will not be 
included in the federal State Implementation Plan. 

There is only one facility in the County that will be subject to the new rule and the 

added requirements of Rule 67 .11. It currently complies with all requirements of new 
Rule 67 .11.1 and amended Rule 67 .11. There will be no volatile organic compound 
emission reductions because the affected facility is already using wood coatings that 
comply with the reduced volatile organic compound content required by both rules. 

A public workshop for both rules was held on June 7, 2002, and was attended by four 
people. Written comments were also received. The comments and District responses 
are presented in a workshop report provided as Attachment E. 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO  

RULE 67.11 – WOOD PRODUCTS COATING OPERATIONS 
AND THE PROPOSED ADOPTION OF NEW RULE 67.11.1 – LARGE  

COATING OPERATIONS FOR WOOD PRODUCTS 
 
 

WORKSHOP REPORT 
 
 
A workshop notice was mailed to all companies and government agencies in San Diego County 
that could be subject to the proposed amendments of Rule 67.11 – Wood Products Coating 
Operations and proposed new Rule 67.11.1 – Large Coating Operations for Wood Products.  
Notices were also mailed to all Economic Development Corporations and Chambers of Commerce 
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 June 7, 2002, and was attended by four people.  Written comments 
were also received.  The comments and District responses are provided below: 
 
 
1. WORKSHOP COMMENT 
 
Is the District planning to submit proposed new Rule 67.11.1 for adoption along with the 
proposed amendments to Rule 67.11? 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
Yes.  The District will submit both rules together to the Air Pollution Control Board for adoption. 
 
 
2.  WORKSHOP COMMENT 
 
Will new Rule 67.11.1 affect current permitting requirements? 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
Permitting requirements for wood products coating operations will not be changed.  However, 
the operating permits for facilities subject to new Rule 67.11.1 will likely be modified, as 
appropriate, to reflect the requirements of new Rule 67.11.1. 
 
 
3.  WORKSHOP COMMENT 
 
If a facility chooses to use air pollution control equipment, will it still have to comply with the 
volatile organic compound (VOC) limits specified in Rule 67.11? 
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DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
Facilities electing to use add-on air pollution control equipment that meets the requirements of 
Rule 67.11 (or Rule 67.11.1, if applicable) would not have to comply with VOC content limits of 
Rule 67.11 (or Rule 67.11.1) for those operations that are vented to the control equipment.  
However, they would have to use compliant coatings and VOC containing materials for those 
operations that are not vented to air pollution control equipment. 
 
 
4. WORKSHOP COMMENT 
 
Subsections (d)(2)(iii) and (iv) of Rule 67.11 specify future VOC limits.  Is it an absolute certainty 
that the lower 2005 limits will be adopted and can these limits be changed if technology shows 
that the limits cannot be met by the year 2005?  In addition, would these limits be determined by 
air quality now or in the year 2005?     
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The 2005 VOC content limits that are specified in Subsections (d)(2)(iii) and (iv) of Rule 67.11 
have already been adopted and will be in effect on July 1, 2005, unless the District adopts 
alternative limits.  In the near future, the District plans to evaluate the technological feasibility and 
cost-effectiveness of the 2005 VOC content limits and other rule requirements such as exemption 
levels.  The District anticipates completing this evaluation by mid 2004.  If it is determined that 
the 2005 limits are not technologically feasible or cost-effective, the District will either propose 
extending the effective date of the limits or propose alternative limits.  However, it is also 
possible the evaluation may indicate that for some coating categories more stringent VOC limits 
or other requirements are technologically feasible and cost-effective.  A public workshop will be 
held to consider any proposed changes. 
 
Because San Diego County does not attain the California Ambient Air Quality Standard for ozone, 
the District must adopt all feasible VOC control measures.  Changes in air quality would be one 
factor that the District would consider in evaluation of the 2005 VOC content limits.  However, the 
District does not anticipate that San Diego County will attain the state ozone standard by 2005. 
 
 
5. WORKSHOP COMMENT 
 
If only one coating manufacturer develops coatings that meet the 2005 limits, will the limits still 
be enforced? 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The 2005 limits will take effect unless the District adopts alternative standards as discussed in the 
response to Comment No. 4.  The relative availability of coatings is one factor the District will 
consider when evaluating the technological feasibility and cost-effectiveness of the 2005 VOC 
content limits.   
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6. WORKSHOP COMMENT 
 
The exemption provided in Subsection (b)(1)(i) of Rule 67.11 for facilities using less than 500 
gallons per year of coatings and the current VOC limits specified in Subsections (d)(2) and (d)(3) 
should not be changed. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
At this time, the District is not proposing any changes to the 500 gallon per year exemption level or 
to the current VOC limits in Subsections (d)(2) and (d)(3) of Rule 67.11.  However, as discussed in 
the District response to Comment No. 4, the District will re-evaluate the rule requirements in the 
near future.  See also the response to Comment Nos. 24 and 26. 
 
 
7. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
Why is the District adopting new Rule 67.11.1 instead of only making the necessary amendments 
to current Rule 67.11? 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
Although District monitoring indicates that San Diego County attains the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard for ozone, the county is currently designated in nonattainment of the federal 
ozone standard.  As such, the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) requires the District to implement 
Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for all sources with emissions exceeding 
federal RACT applicability thresholds.  Adoption and EPA approval into the State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) of all applicable RACT standards is a necessary condition for EPA redesignation of San 
Diego as in attainment of the federal ozone standard.  The only applicable RACT standard that has 
not been implemented by the District is that for large wood coating operations. 
 
The RACT applicability threshold for wood products coating operations is 25 tons per year of 
VOC emissions as specified in the Control Technique Guideline (CTG) “Control of Volatile 
Organic Compound Emissions from Wood Furniture Manufacturing Operations” issued by the 
EPA in 1996.  The District has determined that currently only one wood coating operation in San 
Diego County now exceeds the RACT applicability threshold.  Other wood coating facilities 
emissions are well under the threshold.  Since some VOC content limits in the CTG are lower than 
the current limits in Rule 67.11, the District has proposed new Rule 67.11.1 to apply to large wood 
products coating facilities emitting 25 tons of VOC per year or more.  This rule will be submitted 
to the EPA for inclusion into the SIP, and after EPA approval, will be federally enforceable. 
 
Because existing Rule 67.11 contains future (2005) state requirements that are more stringent 
than federal RACT requirements, existing Rule 67.11 is not currently included in the SIP and 
the District does not plan to submit proposed amended Rule 67.11 for inclusion in the SIP.  
This will also facilitate future changes to Rule 67.11 should they become necessary.  To 
simplify compliance for affected facilities, the VOC content limits of new Rule 67.11.1 have  
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also been included in the proposed amendments to Rule 67.11.  Facilities are still subject to the 
existing VOC content limits of Rule 67.11, which may be more stringent than certain VOC 
content compliance options in Rule 67.11.1.   
 
 
8. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
What was the rationale behind the 25 tons per year threshold? 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
Twenty-five tons of VOC per year is the federal RACT applicability threshold for wood 
coating operations. 
 
 
9. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
The District should clarify whether the 25 tons per year threshold is based on actual reported 
emissions, permitted emission limits, or potential to emit. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
Applicability of the CTG for wood coating operations is based on potential to emit.  To 
determine applicability of Rule 67.11.1, the District will initially focus on facilities with known 
actual emissions at or above 25 tons per year.  The District will consider the most recently 
approved emissions inventory, emission limits contained in permits, and physical limitations to a 
facility’s potential to emit. 
 
 
10. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
When a source that previously emitted less than 25 tons per year crosses the threshold, how long 
does a source have to comply with the more stringent limit? 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
A facility that emits more than 25 tons of VOC in a calendar year is immediately subject to the 
VOC content limits for large coating operations for wood products contained in Rules 67.11 and 
67.11.1 for that calendar year.  All facilities should regularly evaluate their operations for actual or 
forecast changes, such as increases in production, coating usage, or coating VOC content, that 
could significantly increase their emissions.  Should any facility determine that its emissions will 
be close to or exceed 25 tons per year it should contact the District.  The District will work with 
the facility to develop the best strategy to comply with the federal and local requirements. 
 
At this time, there is only one wood coating facility in San Diego County with annual emissions 
over the 25 tons per year threshold.  Annual emissions of all other facilities are well below 25 
tons per year.   
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11. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
The District should reconsider the reference to the “calendar year” in Section (a) Applicability 
of Rule 67.11.1 and should use a “rolling year” reference instead. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
As explained in the response to Comment No. 9, one factor the District will consider to determine 
applicability is the latest approved annual Emissions Inventory Report, which is on a calendar year 
basis.  It should also be noted that the CTG does not specify whether the 25 tons per year 
applicability threshold is to be determined by either a calendar or a rolling year. 
 
 
12. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
The District should clarify whether the more stringent limits for large coating operations for wood 
products emitting 25 tons per year or more in Rules 67.11 and 67.11.1 remain applicable when a 
source reduces its emissions below the threshold of 25 tons VOC per year. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
A facility that reduces its emissions below the 25 tons per year threshold may elect to request 
enforceable permit conditions that limit VOC emissions to less than 25 tons per year for all 
wood coating operations.  This will allow the facility to base compliance for coating new wood 
products on the VOC content limits of Subsection (d)(2) of Rule 67.11.  Provided the facility 
complies with the permit conditions, the VOC content limits for large wood products coating 
operations would no longer apply.  If a facility elects not to have an emissions cap but instead 
reduces emissions substantially below the threshold, the District will work with that facility to 
develop a strategy to comply with the federal and local requirements. 
 
 
13. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
The District should clarify what operations are included when yearly VOC emissions are 
calculated.  If there are metal finishing operations at a wood product coating facility, would the 
emissions from the metal finishing operations be counted towards the threshold?  
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
No.  Only the VOC emissions from operations related to wood products coating count towards 
the 25 tons per year VOC emissions threshold.  These operations include, but are not limited to, 
the application, drying and/or curing of surface coatings including touch-up operations, and 
associated stripping, surface preparation, and coating application equipment cleaning. 
 
 
14. WRITTEN COMMENT 
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The 550 g/L (grams per liter) for many coatings is achieved mostly with the use of acetone as a 
diluent.  This formulation has proven to be a problem during the cold and wet seasons where 
blushing can occur.  The District should add a provision that allows the addition of up to 10% 
solvent by volume to coatings with a VOC content of 550 g/L or less to address this potential 
problem.   
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District agrees.  A provision has been added to Subsection (d)(4) of Rule 67.11 and to 
Subsection (d)(2) of Rule 67.11.1 to allow the addition of up to 10% solvent by volume to 
topcoats, primers, sealers or undercoats that contain acetone.  This addition is allowed provided 
that the coatings contain acetone, have a VOC content of no more than 550 g/L, less water and 
exempt compounds, the temperature is less than 65oF and the relative humidity greater than 70%, 
and the coating is not applied between April 1 and October 31 of any year.  In addition, the 
coatings, as applied, must still comply with the applicable VOC content limits of Rule 67.11 
Subsection (d)(2), which is applicable to all facilities. 
 
 
15. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
The District should add a definition for “total VOC vapor pressure.”  The definition should 
specifically clarify that the total VOC vapor pressure excludes the vapor pressure contributed by 
exempt solvents. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District disagrees.  The term “VOC” in “total VOC vapor pressure” combined with Section 
(g), Test Methods, of Rules 67.11 and 67.11.1 is sufficient to exclude water and exempt 
compounds from the vapor pressure determination.  Section (g) specifies various test methods for 
the calculation of total VOC vapor pressure.  These test methods specify how the partial vapor 
pressure from water and exempt compounds is to be calculated and how to determine the “total 
VOC vapor pressure.”  A separate definition of “total VOC vapor pressure” is not needed. 
 
 

16. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
Since there is no reference to “refinished wood products” in Rule 67.11.1, and since the VOC 
requirements are identical for both categories in Rule 67.11, the District should remove all 
differentiation between “new wood products” and “refinished wood products.” 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District disagrees.  Rule 67.11 specifies VOC limits for both “new wood products” and for 
“refinished wood products.”  While the limits are currently the same, in July 2005 the VOC 
limits for “new wood products” will be significantly reduced unless higher alternative limits are 
adopted.  Rule 67.11.1 applies only to the coating of “new wood products.”  See also the 
response to Comment No. 4. 
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17. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
The District should clarify whether the source needs to meet the VOC limits of the rule in terms of 
both grams VOC per liter (pounds per gallon), less water and exempt compounds, and pounds 
VOC per pound of solids.  These limits have different basis and they are not necessarily 
equivalent on a coating-by-coating basis. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
A large wood products coating facility subject to Rule 67.11.1 or Subsection (d)(4) of Rule 67.11 
would have the option of complying with the federal RACT VOC limits either in terms of grams 
of VOC per liter, pounds of VOC per gallon, less water and exempt compounds, or pounds of 
VOC per pound of solids.  However, all coatings must also comply with the VOC content limits 
expressed in grams per liter (or pounds per gallon), less water and exempt compounds, specified 
in Subsection (d)(2) of Rule 67.11.  This ensures that the current requirements of Rule 67.11 will 
continue to be met. 
 
 
18.  WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
Subsections (d)(2)(i), (d)(2)(iii), (d)(3)(i), and (d)(4)(i) of Rule 67.11 and Subsection (d)(2) of 
Rule 67.11.1 specify VOC limits for “Any Other Coating.”  The District should provide a 
similar category for low solids coatings. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District agrees.  Although the District is unaware of any other subcategories of low solids 
coatings beyond the stains, toners, and wash coats already specified, a new category for “Any 
Other Low-Solids Coating” with a VOC content limit of 480 grams per liter of material has 
been added to both proposed rules. 
 
 
19. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
Subsection (d)(5) of Rule 67.11 and Subsection (d)(4) of Rule 67.11.1 apply to strippers 
required for reworking bad finishes.  The District should increase the VOC limit for strippers 
to 350 g/L to allow greater solvent strength and stripping action. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District disagrees.  While having a VOC limit for strippers at 200 g/L, Subsection (d)(5) 
also provides a choice of using materials with an initial boiling point of 190oC (374oF) or 
greater and/or materials with a total VOC vapor pressure of 20 mm Hg or less.  The District is 
unaware of any problems complying with these limits.  The concern appears to be with the 
future 2005 VOC content limits.  In the near future, the District will evaluate Rule 67.11 to 
consider the 2005 VOC limits and other requirements, including the allowable VOC content 
for stripper. 
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20. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
Subsection (d)(6) of Rule 67.11 specifies a 20 mm Hg vapor pressure limit for cleaning materials 
that is acceptable if it excludes vapor pressures from exempt solvents.  The District should clarify 
this in Section (c) Definitions. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District disagrees.  Subsection (d)(6) specifies a “total VOC vapor pressure” of 20 mm Hg or 
less.  Thus, the vapor pressure contribution of exempt solvents must be excluded when 
determining compliance.  This is provided for in the applicable test method(s).  (See also the 
response to Comment No. 15.) 
 
 
21. WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
The 85 % overall control criteria specified in Subsection (e)(1)(iii) of proposed new Rule 67.11.1 
is inappropriate for wood finishing operations.  It can be difficult to have sufficient capture 
efficiency for wood finishing operations to achieve 85 % control.  
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District agrees.  Subsection (e)(1)(iii) of proposed new Rule 67.11.1 has been revised to 
allow large wood product coating facilities to meet the 85 % overall control criteria or to 
demonstrate an equivalent level of emissions control to that achieved by complying with the 
VOC limits specified in Section (d).  The method of determining equivalency must have the 
written approval of the Air Pollution Control Officer and EPA. 
 
 
22.  WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
The recordkeeping requirement specified in Subsection (f)(1)(i)(D) of Rules 67.11 and 67.11.1 
should be eliminated or better stated.  It seems that this section requires the source to demonstrate 
the combined coating VOC to be less than the rule limits. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District agrees.  The subsections have been clarified.  
 
 
23.  WRITTEN COMMENT 
 
Except for the recordkeeping requirements specified in Subsection (f)(3)(iii) of Rule 67.11.1, 
Subsections (f)(2) and (f)(3) are adequately covered by Subsection (f)(1) and hence not 
necessary.  The District should remove these subsections. 
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DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District disagrees.  Subsection (f)(1) specifies monthly records for compliant materials.  
Subsection (f)(2) specifies records required to be kept daily when non-compliant materials are used 
and is necessary to obtain EPA approval.  Subsection (f)(3) specifies additional recordkeeping 
requirements for persons using VOC emission control equipment. 
 
 
 
24. ARB COMMENT 
 
Subsection (b)(1)(i) of Rule 67.11 provides an exemption for sources that apply less than 500 
gallons of wood coatings in every consecutive 12-month period.  To ensure that all feasible 
measures are implemented, it is recommended that this exemption level be decreased.  Wood 
coating rules in other Districts have lower exemption thresholds, ranging from 20 gallons/year to 
365 gallons/year. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The general exemption in Subsection (b)(1)(i) is higher than in the wood coating rules of other 
air districts.  For example, the South Coast Air Quality Management District—an extreme ozone 
nonattainment area—has an exemption of 365 gallons per year.  However, Rule 67.11 does not 
have additional exemptions or compliance options that are included in other air district rules.  
This may make Rule 67.11 at least as stringent as other rules in this regard.  In the near future, 
the District is planning to re-evaluate the rule and at that time conduct a thorough evaluation of 
all the rules standards including the 500-gallon per year exemption.  At this time, Rule 67.11 is 
only being amended to reflect federal RACT limits for large wood products coating operations 
being proposed in new Rule 67.11.1 and to clarify current rule language.   
 
 
25. ARB COMMENT 
 
The definition of “Coating” in Subsection (c)(6) of Rule 67.11 and Subsection (c)(5) of Rule 
67.11.1 is limited to materials that form a continuous solid film, but some wood coatings actually 
impregnate surfaces.  For clarification, it is recommended that this definition be replaced with  
the following: “a material applied onto or impregnated into a substrate for protection, decorative, 
or functional purposes.  Such materials include, but are not limited to paints, varnishes, sealers 
and stains.”  
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District agrees.  The definition of “Coating” has been revised as recommended.  
 
 
26. ARB COMMENT 
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Subsections (d)(2)(i) and (d)(2)(ii) of Rule 67.11 specify some limits, which are higher than 
current limits contained in similar rules from other districts.  To ensure that all feasible 
measures are implemented, we recommend that VOC limits be decreased. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District will consider ARB’s recommendation in any future revisions to Rule 67.11.  Rule 
67.11 is currently only being amended to reflect the VOC content limits for facilities subject to 
proposed new proposed Rule 67.11.1 and to clarify other rule language.  As discussed in the 
response to Comment No. 4, the District plans to evaluate the VOC content limits in Subsections 
(d)(2)(iii) and (d)(2)(iv), which become effective on July 1, 2005, and are overall more stringent 
than the existing limits of Rule 67.11 or proposed new Rule 67.11.1.   
 
Other California air districts with more stringent VOC limits in some coating categories have 
additional exemptions not present in Rule 67.11 (or proposed Rule 67.11.1).  For example, the 
San Joaquin Valley and Bay Area air districts exempt certain coatings from their VOC content 
limit standards.  In addition Sacramento, South Coast, and Bay Area air districts allow less 
stringent averaging than Rule 67.11 (or proposed Rule 67.11.1) as a compliance option. 
 
 
27. ARB COMMENT 
 
Subsections (d)(3)(i) and (d)(3)(ii) of Rule 67.11 for refinishing operations specify some limits 
that are higher than current limits contained in similar rules from other districts.  To ensure that all 
feasible measures are implemented, we recommend that these VOC limits be decreased. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District will consider ARB’s recommendation in any future revisions to Rule 67.11.  The 
District will include an examination of the VOC content limits for refinishing operations in its 
planned evaluation of Rule 67.11.  Appropriate changes, if any, will be proposed for those limits 
following the evaluation.  The District notes that the most recently adopted wood coating rule in 
California (San Joaquin Valley APCD, December 20, 2001) exempts refinishing operations from 
the rule standards. 
 
 
28. ARB COMMENT 
 
Subsections (d)(4)(i) and (d)(4)(ii) of Rule 67.11 and Subsections (d)(2)(i) and (d)(2)(ii) of 
proposed new Rule 67.11.1 specify some limits which are higher than current limits contained in 
similar rules from other districts.  To ensure that all feasible measures are implemented, we 
recommend that these VOC limits be decreased. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
The District will consider ARB’s recommendation in any future revisions to Rule 67.11 and/or 
67.11.1.  Although ARB has cited examples of VOC content limits in rules from Bay Area and 
San Joaquin Valley air districts that are more stringent, the proposed VOC content limits in 
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Subsections (d)(4)(i) and (d)(4)(ii) of Rule 67.11 and Subsections (d)(2)(i) and (d)(2)(ii) of 
proposed new Rule 67.11.1 are in general agreement with other district rules including those in 
South Coast, Sacramento, Bay Area, and San Joaquin Valley.  Bay Area has amended its wood 
coating rule.  Therefore, the examples cited by ARB as being more stringent than the proposed 
standards for large coating operations in Rules 67.11 and 67.11.1 are no longer applicable.   
 
 
29. EPA COMMENT 
 
EPA endorses the ARB’s recommendation that the District review the lower wood products coating 
emission limits adopted by other air districts in California and use them within Rule 67.11.1.   
 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
See the District response to Comment No. 28. 
 
 
30.  EPA COMMENT 
 
The District should incorporate a minimum transfer efficiency standard within Subsection 
(d)(1)(vii) of Rule 67.11.1 to limit the Air Pollution Control Officer’s discretion when reviewing 
alternative application methods.   
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
It is not possible to set a minimum transfer efficiency since the transfer efficiency has been found 
to vary widely depending on the size and shape of parts being coated, and operator variability.  
There are currently no EPA approved test methods for quantifying transfer efficiency.  Subsection 
(d)(1)(vii) of Rule 67.11.1 is consistent with similar provisions in other District coating rules that 
have been approved by EPA into the SIP. 
 
 
31. EPA COMMENT 
 
In Subsection (d)(4)(vii) of Rule 67.11.1 the District should incorporate a minimum emissions 
criterion for the Air Pollution Control Officer’s review of alternatives for cleaning coating equipment. 
 

DISTRICT RESPONSE 
 
Subsection (d)(4)(vii) of Rule 67.11.1 is consistent with similar provisions in other District 
coating rules that have been approved by EPA into the SIP. 
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