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STAFF REPORT 

 

Executive Summary 

 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) developed the first Suggested Control 

Measure (SCM) for Architectural Coating in 1989. CARB, in cooperation with the local 

air pollution control agencies and the architectural coatings industry, has been revisiting 

the SCM for architectural coatings. The need to revisit the SCM arose because of: (i) 

advances in coatings technology over the past twenty years, and (ii) the need for emission 

reductions to attain health-based air quality standards in many air districts. CARB’s new 

SCM (approved May 2020) acts as a model rule for air districts when adopting and 

amending their local architectural coating rules. 

 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Architectural coatings are coatings applied to stationary structures and their appurtenances, and 

include such coatings as house paints, stains, industrial maintenance coatings, and traffic 

coatings. When applied, the solvents and water in architectural coatings evaporate into the 

atmosphere and contribute to volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions.  

 

The proposed amendments to Architectural Coating Rule 230 promulgate VOC emission 

standards for architectural coatings. VOC emissions are precursors to the formation of ozone and 

particulate matter (PM). VOC emissions have the potential to cause or contribute to ozone levels 

that violate the national or state ambient air quality standards for ozone. Ozone is a major 

component of smog, which causes adverse health and environmental impacts when present in 

high concentrations at ground level. 

 

The Butte County Air Quality Management District (BCAQMD) is proposing to amend Rule 

230 . The proposed Rule is provided in Attachment A. at the end of this report.  

  

 

 

 

2.0 BACKGROUND: 

 

 

BCAQMD has been designated nonattainment for the state ozone standard. The California Clean 

Air Act requires areas with this designation to adopt control measures in an attainment plan as 

required in Sections 40913, 40914 of the California Health and Safety Code (CHSC): 

➢ Section 40913 requires districts to develop a plan to achieve California’s ambient air quality 

standard by the earliest practicable date. Section 40914 requires each district plan to 

demonstrate that the plan includes “every feasible measure.” Districts must adopt the most 

effective control measures to reduce VOC emissions from architectural coatings. CARB has 



Staff Report, Proposed Amendments to Rule 230 Architectural Coatings 

 

 

 

 4 

identified the SCM as a “feasible measure” that should be adopted by districts that are 

required to prepare California Clean Air Act triennial progress reports and plan revisions. 

Architectural Coatings Rule 230 (Rule) is being amended to meet this requirement. 

 

The amendments to the architectural coatings rule were developed to ensure consistency among 

air basin districts. A summary of the proposed amendments is provided below:  

 

The following is an analysis of the major requirements being proposed for the subject Rule. The 

proposed complete revision to Rule 230 Architectural Coatings is located in Attachment A of 

this document.  

 

1. Lowered the VOC limit for all coating categories including Flats, Nonflats, Dry Fog 

Coatings, Fire Resistive Coatings, Form-Release Compounds, Primers, Sealers and 

Undercoaters, Roof Coatings, Rust Preventative Coatings, Specialty Primers, Sealers, and 

Undercoats, Stains, and Traffic Marking Coatings. The limits will go into effect upon 

adoption by the District Governing Board. All coatings for VOC limits were limited by 

the respective SCM (2007, 2019 and 2020) effective on or before January 1, 2022. 

2. Eighteen (18) Coatings added since the last adoption include Aluminum Roof Coatings, 

Basement Specialty Coatings, Building Envelope Coatings, Concrete/Masonry Sealers, 

Driveway Sealers, Reactive Penetrating Sealers, Recycled Coatings, Stone Consolidants, 

Tile and Stone Sealers, Tube and Tile Refinish Coatings, Waterproofing Membranes, 

Wood Coatings, Zinc Rich Primers, Architectural Coatings, excluding Industrial 

Maintenance Coatings, Solvent-Based Industrial Coatings, Waterborne Industrial 

Maintenance Coatings, Wood Coatings, and Photovoltaic Coatings. 

3. Ten (10) Coatings removed since the last adoption include Antenna Coatings, Antifouling 

Coatings, Clear Wood Coatings, Fire Retardant Coatings, Flow Coatings, Quick-Dry 

Enamels, Quick-Dry Primers, Sealers, and Undercoats, Swimming Pool Repair and 

Maintenance Coatings, Temperature-Indicator Safety Coatings, Waterproofing Sealers, 

and Waterproofing Concrete/Masonry Sealers. 

 

3.0 COST IMPACTS 

 

The general cost impacts associated with the proposed amended rule requirements is taken 

from the CARB Staff Report dated April 2019.  Overall, most affected businesses will be 

able to absorb the costs of the proposed VOC limits and requirements with no significant 

adverse impacts on their profitability. Profitability impacts were estimated by calculating 

the decline in the return on owner’s equity (ROE). Assuming that coating manufacturers 

will have to absorb all costs associated with the SCM, the proposed SCM is expected to 

result in an average ROE decline of three percent, which is not considered to be a 

significant impact on the profitability of affected businesses. 

Overall, staff expects the proposed SCM to have no significant impact on employment, business 

creation, elimination or expansion, or business competitiveness in California. Staff also expects 

no significant adverse fiscal impacts on any local or State agencies. The total cost to affected 

architectural coating manufacturers by the proposed SCM is approximately 1.4 million dollars 

per year in nonrecurring costs and 1.6 million dollars in annual recurring costs.  This corresponds 

to a total annualized cost of three million dollars per year in 2019 dollars. 
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CARB’s analysis shows the proposed limits cost-effectiveness is similar to the cost-effectiveness 

of South Coast AQMD’s Rule 1113, existing consumer product regulations and other CARB 

regulatory programs. Staff estimates the proposed SCM overall cost-effectiveness ranges from a 

net savings to a cost of $19.93 per pound of VOC reduced. When weighted by sales, this results 

in an overall cost-effectiveness of $1.85 per pound of VOC reduced in 2019 dollars. In 

comparison, the cost-effectiveness of other CARB consumer product regulations and measures 

fall within a range of no cost to about $6.90 per pound of VOC reduced. The 2007 architectural 

coatings SCM had an overall cost effectiveness of $1.12 per pound of VOC reduced. 

 

To project the maximum potential impacts on consumers, staff assumes the opposite scenario 

relative to the business impacts analysis. When analyzing consumer impact, staff assumes 

manufacturers and retailers pass on all the costs to consumers by raising the price of coatings that 

need reformulation. With this assumption, staff projects a maximum cost increase ranging from a 

net savings to a cost of $5.29 per reformulated gallon, with an average increase of about $0.96 

per gallon. Based on an assumed 4X multiplier (i.e., the distributor doubles the purchase price 

from the manufacturer, and the retailer doubles the purchase price from the distributor), the 

maximum retail price increase ranges from a net savings to a cost of about $21.17 per 

reformulated gallon, with an average increase of about $3.82 per gallon. Assuming the average 

retail price per gallon of noncompliant coating currently ranges from $18.24 to $66.16 with an 

average of about $34.65, the maximum retail price increase would range from a net savings to a 

24 percent increase, with an average increase of about eleven percent. 

 

However, it is important to note that most individual consumers buy Stains (Exterior/Dual), 

Floor Coatings, Nonflat Coatings and Nonflat - High Gloss Coatings. For these categories, if all 

costs were passed on to consumers, staff estimates a maximum retail price increase from $0.79 to 

$17.92 per reformulated gallon, with an average increase of $3.43 per gallon. Assuming the 

average retail price per gallon of noncompliant coating ranges from $28.12 to $38.72, with an 

average of $31.91. The maximum retail price increase would range from two percent to 46 

percent increase, with an average increase of about 11 percent. 

Consumers who do not wish to purchase these reformulated coatings could buy the available 

compliant coatings at current prices. These products will still be available with no expected price 

increase. The competition from the existing compliant coatings will constrain any price increases 

for the reformulated coatings. As a result, manufacturers would have the inability to pass all 

costs to consumers, which was assumed in staff’s analysis. Therefore, the increase in actual retail 

price would be less than staff’s projections.  

 

The full details of the economic impacts are located in the May 2019 Staff Report for Updates to 

the Suggested Control Measure for Architectural Coatings in Appendix  

 

4.0 EMISSION IMPACTS: 

 

  

The total estimated emissions from architectural coatings based on 2007 and 2019 SCMs are 

0.19 tons of VOC per day beginning in 2022. The actual reduction in VOCs in 2022 is likely 

lower as many Districts (including South Coast) have already adopted these or more stringent 

requirements leading to requirements leading to manufacturers already selling lower VOC 

content, compliant products. This is based on statewide (excluding SCAQMD) emission 
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estimates using CARB’s survey data corrected by the population of Butte County, which is 0.6 

percent of the non-SCAQMD population. The following is the estimated emissions and emission 

reduction potential of the proposed rule: 

 

Table 5 - Emission Reduction Potential of Proposed Rule for BCAQMD 

 2007 

(tons/day) 

2019 

(tons/day) 

Total 

(tons/day) 

VOC emission reductions 0.16 0.03 0.19 

 

The VOC emissions reductions for BCAQMD are estimated based on the statewide VOC 

emission reductions (excluding SCAQMD) estimates developed by CARB staff for the recently 

adopted Suggested Control Measures and adjusted by a population factor (0.6%) for Butte 

County. This method of estimating emission reductions is appropriate for the available data and 

consistent with other BCAQMD rulemaking actions. 

 

Each of the VOC limits in the rule is feasible. Architectural coating manufacturers are required 

to sell compliant coatings in California, therefore economic impacts will occur with or without 

the Rule Amendment. The environmental analysis in the Negative Declaration is equally 

applicable to a rule that contains an averaging provision, as well as a rule that does not contain 

an averaging provision. This is because for each possible environmental impact analyzed, the 

analysis assumes as a worst-case scenario that averaging will not occur. 

 

  

 

OTHER FACTORS 

 

Technological Feasibility: The VOC limits proposed in the Rule are based on VOC limits fully 

analyzed for technological feasibility by the Air Resources Board in the SCM and by the South 

Coast AQMD in its Rule 1113. Currently, coatings that meet the proposed VOC limits are being 

manufactured and sold in California (see CARB’s Staff Report for the Proposed Updates to the 

Suggested Control Measure for Architectural Coatings dated April 2019.) 

 

Enforceability:  Labeling requirements, reporting requirements, and testing procedures have 

been included in the proposed rule to increase its enforceability. 

 

Public Acceptability: Staff is soliciting comments, but expects the rule and any associated costs 

to be acceptable to most of the affected manufacturers and users for the following reasons: 

• High-performance coatings are available now from many companies that comply with the 

proposed VOC limits. 

• Coating price increases as a result of this proposal are expected to be small. 

 

 

5.0 SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS: 
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CHSC Section 40728.5 exempts districts with a population of less than 500,000 persons from the 

requirement to assess the socioeconomic impacts of proposed rules. Butte County population is 

below 500,000 persons.  

 

 

6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND COMPLIANCE: 

 

 

The District evaluated the proposed rule amendments and determined that pursuant to California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines § 15061(b)(2) and 15308, the proposed rules are 

categorically exempt from CEQA as a Class 8 action taken by a regulatory agency to assure the 

maintenance, restoration, enhancement, and protection of the environment and application of the 

exemption is not barred by one of the exceptions set forth in CEQA Guidelines § 15300.2.  The 

District has concluded that no reasonably foreseeable adverse environmental impacts will be 

caused by adoption of the proposed rule. 
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7.0 FINDINGS: 

 

Findings required by Division 26 of the California Health and Safety Code requires local districts 

to comply with a rule adoption protocol as set forth in Section 40727 of the Code. This section 

has been revised through legislative mandate to contain six findings that the district governing 

boards must make when developing, amending, or repealing a rule or regulation. These findings, 

and their definitions are included in Table 6. 

 

Table 6 Required Findings 

FINDING DEFINITION REFERENCE 

Authority A district shall adopt rules and 

regulations and do such acts as may be 

necessary or proper to execute the 

powers and duties granted to, and 

imposed upon, the district by this 

division and other statutory provisions 

California Health and Safety Code, 

Sections 40000, 40001, 40702, 40709 

through 40713, 40716, and 41865 are 

provisions of law that provide air 

districts with the authority to adopt 

these proposed rules. 

Necessity The District has demonstrated that a 

need for the rule, or for rule 

amendment or repeal. 

It is necessary for districts to adopt 

these amendments to comply with 

state law and to ensure consistency 

with neighboring air districts. 

Clarity The rule is written or displayed so that 

its meaning can easily be understood 

by the persons directly affected by it 

There is no indication, at this time, 

that the proposed rules are written in 

such a manner that persons affected by 

the rule cannot easily understand it. 

Consistency This rule is in harmony with, and not 

in conflict with or contradictory to, 

existing statutes, court decisions, or 

State or federal regulations. 

These rules are consistent with 

applicable statutory requirements. 

Non-

Duplication 

The rule does not impose the same 

requirements as an existing State or 

federal regulation, unless the District 

finds that the requirements are 

necessary and proper to execute the 

powers and duties granted to, and 

imposed upon, the district 

The proposed rule does not impose 

requirements that duplicate existing 

laws or regulations. 

Reference Any statute, court decision, or other 

provision of law that the district 

implements, interprets, or makes 

specific by adopting, amending, or 

repealing a regulation. 

The proposed rule has been developed 

to meet the requirements of Section 

40910 and 40918 of the California 

Health and Safety Code. 
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