
Comment 1 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: CARB Board Governance / PFAS / FalsehoodsComment:To the CARB board members,
CARB states in the Initial Statement of Reasons for theATCM (ISOR, Page 8, second paragraph of 2. Environmental Impactsand Benefits), and I quote,
&ldquo;An additional co-benefit of the proposed phase outis the elimination of perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl substances(PFAS/PFOS) contained in the fume suppressants used in chromeplating operations.&rdquo;
The quoted statement contains the followingfalsehoods.
False Statement 1 - &ldquo;&hellip;contained in the fumesuppressants used in chrome plating&rdquo;. The reason this isfalse is because according to the CARB website here https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/fume-suppressant-information,the use of PFAS/PFOS fume suppressants has been banned inCalifornia since 2016.  CARB maintains a list of approvedand unapproved fume suppressants here https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/chrome-plating-approved-fume-suppressant-list.You can verify that the footnotes show the PFAS/PFOS fumesuppressants are not allowed. 
False Statement 2 - &ldquo;An additional co-benefit of theproposed phase out is the elimination of perfluoroalkyl andpolyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS)&rdquo;. The reason this is falseis that a benefit can only exist when change occurs as a result. Inthis case, there is no change. Fume Suppressants are not being usedby California chrome platers. So, no co-benefit is achieved byeliminating something already eliminated.
I provided this comment to the staff previously in one ofthe recorded working meetings. I am disappointed that it remains inthe documents that are now being presented to the Board fordecision. The inclusion of PFAS/PFOS as a co-benefit is a dogwhistle that un-necessarily attracts attention to this rule-makingand increases pressure upon the board to make decisions which arenot based on current facts and data. If the board truly believesthat PFAS/PFOS are still being used by chrome platers in Californiathen it is an enforcement failure which would shine the lightdirectly upon the CARB.
As an individual decision maker on the CARB board, youshould ask yourself these questions.
1)     Why is staff adding this element tothe decision I am being asked to make?
2)     Are the other benefits of theproposed ATCM so weak that these falsehoods and this appeal toemotion were necessary?
3)     Does CARB staff respect theindependent decision-making authority of the board or is the boarda rubber stamp?
Thank you for your service on the CARB board.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-02 09:47:30No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: HunaidLast Name: NulwalaEmail Address: Nulwala@lumishieldtech.comAffiliation: Lumishield technologies Subject: Please ban Chrome and chromating Comment:Unless regulations don't take a charge we will never be able togrow sustainable solutions.
There are solutions which replace Hex chrome.
 Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-02 17:14:49No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JIMLast Name: MEYEREmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: CORRECTION and APOLOGY to the BoardComment:I have been informed by a knowleddgeable party that the premiseof my comment made on 12-2-2022 was incorrect. There are some hexchrome plating firms that do use PFAS fume suppressants. They dothat because PFOS was banned but not PFAS. Some platers do use PFASfume suppressants; purportedly because their air permitsrequire it.
So, I apologize to the CARB board for my ignorantstatement.
Our facility does not use PFAS or PFOS and never has. That wouldseem to make us a potential asset to the State of California - Ahex chrome plater, with HEPA controls and no PFAS/PFOS dependencyor liability and with a mission to support the national aviationinfrastructure and the national defense. Yet, the ATCM bansus.
 
 
 
 
 
 Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-05 13:42:28No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: AB 617 Community Emissions Reduction PlanComment:Attention CARB board members. 
South Coast AQMD and leaders in this community spentmany months, days, and hours to create a Community EmissionsReduction Plan under AB 617. Please have your staff take a look atit. It is for the Wilmington, Carson, West Long Beach Communitywhich CARB consistently uses as a poster child for disadvantagerelative to the environment. The Cal Enviro Score in West LongBeach near Cabrillo High School is in the 96thpercentile.  
Here is the final CERP published in 2019.
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ab-617-ab-134/steering-committees/wilmington/cerp/final-cerp-wcwlb.pdf?sfvrsn=8
On page 3a-9, the chart shows the total cancer risk inour area by cause. It shows that cancer risk from diesel is morethan 1000 in a million but that cancer riskfrom ALL OTHERSOURCES COMBINED (INCLUDING HEX CHROME) is lessthan 240 per million. So, why does CARB, in the ISOR document takepains to point out that hex chrome is 500 times more cancer potentthan diesel? That is a very misleading way to present potencyinformation. The AQMD method of presentation is much more honest.CARB staff should be ashamed of that. Why bring up diesel in thehex chrome ISOR document at all? Your staff knows these numbers andthis data but has consciously chosen to present it in the most fearprovoking way possible. Is diesel so prevalent that we measure andexpress cancer risks relative to diesel in ATCMs so people canunderstand? Has diesel pollution become the standard to which otherrisks are compared? Pretty pathetic approach to science and tocommunication of real risk if you ask me. It is certainly notrepresentative of an organization purporting to be the WorldStandard in air pollution control.
An astute reader will go on to note that the samecancer risk chart on page 3a-9 shows the relationship betweendiesel and other air toxics IN THE ENTIRE SOUTH COASTBASIN which is home to 86 of the 113 hexchrome facilities in this ATCM. Thisisn't just an isolated area this is the vast majority of what yourdecision will impact with the ATCM. The data shows diesel FARoutweighs hex chrome in terms of cancer risk to the entire SouthCoast community. 
But let's talk about hex chrome a little bit more.Look at Page 3b-1 of the CERP. I am intrigued by the information inthe box that states hexavalent chromium is a key air toxic in thiscommunity and that the cause is MOSTLY FROM BRAKEWEAR... yet we should BAN chrome platers.If you ban chrome platers the employees who live here will becomeunemployed, how does that help them or the people in thiscommunity?Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-06 16:20:07No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: Rich Last Name: RobersonEmail Address: richroberson@outlook.comAffiliation: Subject: A Process Comparison: Hexavalent vs. Trivalent Hard ChromeComment:



Hexavalent Cr


 


Trivalent Cr




Excellent deposit properties


Struggles with many issues




Simple bath chemistry


Very complicated bath formulation




Very good corrosion resistance


Requires a nickel deposit first




Fewer tanks & less floorspace


Much larger plating lines




Reverse etch activation


Needs an alkaline cleaner and aciddip




Broad operating window


Sensitive to operating conditions




Easy to control & maintain


Daily analysis & additions needed




Tolerant to bath impurities


Very sensitive to many impurities




Uses standard lead anodes


Expensive MMO anodes required




Tolerates water additions


Sensitive to water concentration




Bath additions not a problem


Requires &lsquo;Bleed and Feed&rsquo;




Indefinite bath life


Periodic bath dumps required




Easily Zero Discharged


Waste treatment always needed




Over 100 years of success


New and unproven




Much lower investment


Considerable higher entry cost




Inexpensive to operate


Significantly higher operating costs




Many possible vendors


Tied to a single supplier




Easily made Sustainable


Considerable waste generator



Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-06 16:41:34No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: ArtLast Name: HolmanEmail Address: art@shermsplating.comAffiliation: Sherm's PlatingSubject: Public CommentComment:"Please add the two attachments to the public commentsection for Chrome ATCM."
Comment uploaded by CARB Staff on behalf of ArtHolman
 Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/11-chromeatcm2023-VDUCdlMmAw8GaARr.pdf'Original File Name: Art Holman.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-12 18:08:50No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: EricLast Name: SoilandEmail Address: esoiland@sonic.netAffiliation: Subject: Chrome Metal FinishingComment:CARB hastargeted a small industry to move the pressure off the State.Business will be forced to close, thousands of jobs will be lost,supply chains and consumers will have to find sources outside ofthe State of California. Other States that do not have theregulations and controls that California shops have inplace.
The threefinishes of Decorative, Functional Chrome Metal Finishing andChromic Acid Anodizing represent less than1% of total ChromeVI Emissions for the entire State ofCalifornia.
Whenan entire industry is gone and CARB still has 99% Hex Chrome in airemissions who will be targeted next? Banning Chrome in the Statedoes not make the demand go away; it only creates more pollutionfrom mobile emission sources such as trucks and cars. Why ban HexChrome in a State that has it under control?
FunFact: Based on the reported annual emissions CARB provided(2018-2019) all of the decorative chrome platers in the stateemitted less hexavalent chromium at .00856 lbs per year less thanthe popular theme park resort in Anaheim at 0.106 lbs peryear.
CARBshould base the rule on real science and data, notemotions.
 
Please do NOT shut down our local chromeshops&hellip;there has to be a better way
 
Regards,
 
Eric Soiland
2211 Spyglass Drive
Brentwood, CA 94513Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-12 17:53:04No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: ScottLast Name: BabcockEmail Address: sdwbabcock@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: platingComment:Hello, 
I work asan engraver with many California platers who are restoringbrightwork on vintage cars, usually in preparation for major showssuch as the Concours d'Elegance in Pebble Beach.
It wouldsadden me greatly to know that all of the high-quality chrome workthat currently goes on in our state would be prohibited, in aneffort to mitigate a very small percentage (less than one percent Iunderstand) of the Chrome VI emissions currently being emittedstatewide.
I am alsoan environmental advocate, and recognize the need to controlpollution of all kinds. However, this proposal seems out of balancewith regards to the benefit/cost ratio. So many businesses willhave to close, and people like me will also be discouraged fromdoing business in California. 
I dobelieve there are less Draconian ways of controlling emissions thatwould benefit a majority of the state's residents and businesses,and not just be a bullet point on a political agenda. Let's notmake the plating industry be the fall guy!
Thanksfor listening.
Best, 
 
Scott BabcockAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-12 22:03:06No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: RodgerLast Name: LeeEmail Address: iskhotrods@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: HEx ChromeComment:my name is Rodger Lee and I have used Sherm's Chromeplating for 20 Years and a hand full of other chrome shops in Ca. Ihave been in business here in CA for 20 years building these veryhigh end custom cars and I currently employee 18 people. We buildvery high end automobiles for clients all over the country. Thechrome work that Sherm's custom Chrome plating is my go to sourcefor quality chrome work. From where I sit there are 2 other Chromeshops in the country that do the work these guys do. One is in Ohioand another in Tennessee. If you outlaw the hexavalent chrome Iwould be forced to send our work to another state or risk being notcompetitive with other builders who send there chrome work to otherchrome shops outside of CA. Plus the lead time currently for thislevel of work in 12-16 weeks any where you go and the lead timewould get even longer if there was only two vendors and not 3. Ifall my work is going to be shipped across the country what is thereal gain in your proposed legislation. Does the pollution nottravel across state lines? Plus the huge expense for some thing Iusually hand deliver from Bakersfield to avoid UPS damagingpriceless parts. 

I have no idea the pollution issues with both Chromes,but what if its all outlawed in the US its just going to be doneover seas or across the border. The need for top quality Chromehappens from the craftsmen level prep and the use of qualityplating supplies. 


Forcing us to go to another or across the border is not abig help for all parties involved. 

 

 


I can tell the difference from HEX an TRI. Its not nearlyas good and If I tried to pass off the lesser quality to mycustomers they would know. The depth, clarity and color are alldifferent.  


 

If you have anymorefurther questions or concerns please feel free to follow up. I'msure there is some solution to allowing Sherms and other high endplaters follow stricter guidelines without forcing more people toflee CA.
 
The transportationsegment is nearly a 100 times bigger issue that the decorativechorme platers. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-13 05:56:07No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: ChristopherLast Name: MooreEmail Address: Chris@ironworksspeedandkustom.comAffiliation: Subject: ChromeComment:
My name isChristopher Moore. I am a manager at a high end custom car shopthat has been using chrome platingfor 20 years. We build very high-end automobiles for clients allover the United States. The hexavalent chrome work thatSherm's Custom Chrome Plating does is some of the best in thecountry. They are our &ldquo;go to&rdquo; source for quality chromework. 
In our opinionthere are 2 other Chrome shops in the country that put out thequality these guys put out. One is in Ohio and another inTennessee. If you make it illegal to use hexavalent chrome in CA wewill be forced to send our work to another state.
If all ofCalifornia&rsquo;s chrome plating is going to be shipped across thecountry what is the real gain in your proposed legislation? If thislegislation is passed you are now causing more pollution. You aredoing this because the chrome plating is not going to just stop. Itwill continue but it will have to be shipped out of CA and thenback to CA. Do you think that pollution will not cross statelines? Forcing us to goacross the border is not a big help for all parties involved. Itwill just continue to raise the prices in this time ofinflation. 
We can tell thedifference from hexavalent and TRI. TRI is not even closeto the quality of hexavalentchrome. If we were totry to pass off the lesser quality to our clients they would seethe difference and would leave our shop for shops in other states.Please do not force more people to fleeCA. I believe California can be one of the best states in theunion; we just need to stop hampering capitalism. 
Please shut down this proposedlegislation. 
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-13 05:59:35No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: WilliamLast Name: GanahlEmail Address: southcityrodandcustom@gmail.comAffiliation: South City Rod and CustomSubject: Chromium Plating Ban in California Comment: Towhom it may concern,
 
I own asmall business here in California restoring classic cars.  Irestore and customize cars from the 1920's through the 1960's, allof which have many chrome pieces.  We restore these cars to anextremely high level, and they have been shown around the country,and some around the world.  We compete for awards, which is abig part of our business, and the finish and texture of the chromeon these cars is a detrimental component of our ability to competeat a high level.  I know that there are many shops here inCalifornia (the epicenter of custom and classic car culture) thatshare the same experience and produce the same level of quality aswe do.  We absolutely cannot use any other method or qualityof chrome plating than hexavalent chromium to complement thequality of our builds.
 
Iunderstand that if Hex Chrome is banned in CA, we could potentiallysend our parts out of state to be chromed.  First, wecurrently do not ship any parts to chrome; we personally deliverall parts so as not to damage or lose any of these valuablepieces.  Many of the parts are hand-made from scratch and havecountless hours into their fabrication and manufacture.  Andmany of the parts are very rare, very valuable original pieces thatcannot be duplicated or replaced.  For this reason, we cannottake the risk of shipping parts and having them damaged orlost.  And second, it is typically California's intention toset precedent by example; if other states follow suit and hexchrome is banned in America for good, it would seriously affect theentire industry of classic and custom car building andrestoration.  This could mean job losses in both thechrome industry AND the classic and custom car industry, which Ithink you will find is a very large industry (just look at thenumber of car events and TV shows currently).
 
All ofthis said, the amount of pollution caused by the hex chrome processis miniscule compared to the large-scale production ofmass-produced commodities.  We are building one to three carsper year, which means our collective use of the chrome process isvery small.  It is an essential part of these builds, yet avery small portion of the overall output of chrome shops ingeneral.  But there are chrome shops that specialize in ourspecific, very high standard requirements, and they would bedevastated by this ban.  They are all upstanding businesses(the ones we deal with) that already comply with state and federallaws, and some of which would already comply with proposed laws, asthey want to stay ahead of the curve and curtail pollution andemissions.
 
Pleaseconsider amending your proposed legislation to allow forconcessions for my industry.  If this might mean allowingsmall production numbers, while banning production over a certainlimit, I am positive that the businesses in my industry would fallwell below any threshold of significant pollution.  Carculture, while not appreciated by everyone, is an integral andimportant element of Californian and American popularculture.  It is part of our history that we are trying tomaintain and carry on, and it represents a huge industry thataffects multitudes of businesses that contribute to thecraft.
 
Thank youfor your consideration,
 
BillGanahl
 

 
--

South City Rod & Custom
22432Thunderbird Place
Hayward, CA94545
(510)783-6300

Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-13 09:18:08No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: CARB and EJ - Where did Science go?Comment:In the past, we have been able to depend onthe California air regulators for taking science based, data drivenapproaches to solve problems. This ATCM proposal is evidence thatscience and data are trumped by politics.
According to the SCAQMD MATES V study,there are over 300 pounds of hex chrome emitted annually in theregion. Note, that is only in the South Coast area, not the entirestate. Let&rsquo;s call it 500 pounds in the state.
According to the CARB ISOR, SRIA, andAppendix B of this ATCM, the amount of PERMITTED Hex Chromiumemissions by chrome platers in THE ENTIRE STATE is 10.19pounds.
According to the CARB Appendix B of thisATCM, the ACTUAL Hex Chromium Emissions by chrome platers in theENTIRE STATE are 0.901 pounds.
So, this proposed rule bans decorativeplaters in the short term, and functional platers in the long termto save less than 0.2% of the hexavalent chromium emissions in thestate. That is one pound out of 500.
CARB presents the purpose for the rulechange as being necessary to achieve environmental justice goals.(See the purpose section of the ISOR pages 1 to 5).  But, based on data, thisdoesn&rsquo;t even seem to be valid. You can see for yourself ifyou take the time to read the AB 617 process Community EmissionsReduction Plans from the following environmental justicecommunities: 1) Wilmington, Carson, and West Long Beach; 2) SanBernardino / Muscoy; 3) East LA, Boyle Heights; 4) East Coachella;5) South LA; and 6) Southeast LA.  All of those community generated plans (with oneexception) appropriately recognize that chrome plating firms arenot an area of concern. So, who is CARB listening to?
Why would CARB move to implement aSTATEWIDE ban based on what might be an issue in one EJ community?Keeping in mind that metal working is a major job engine forCalifornia, is this how social justice is supposed to work. Do jobscount for anything?
It seems to me that the whole point of theEJ movement is to be responsive to people in their communities. So,to do that, the state (CARB) should not implement statewide edictsthat impact communities other than the ones where problems mayexist. Otherwise, they create more problems than they solve! Thingsjust get worse in more communities.
It is a fact that stainless steel containschromium. According to CARB and AQMD and science, the heating,forging, grinding, milling, melting, welding, and cutting ofstainless steel releases hexavalent chromium. It isn&rsquo;t justchrome plating. So, is this rule-making a shot across the bow tothe entire metal working industry in California? Should we all justleave now? After all, the metal finishers were told repeatedly thatsince there is no &ldquo;safe&rdquo; level for hexavalent chromiumit was necessary for CARB staff to propose this complete ban basedon California health and safety laws. They say they have no choice.If that is the case, then machinists, welders, recyclers,fabricators, heat-treaters and all other metal workers will soonjoin the chrome platers in the unemployment line.
According to the American Cancer Society,hexavalent chrome causes cancer. Somehow, the California Health andSafety Code and therefore CARB bans it.
But, also according to the American CancerSociety, alcoholic beverages (wine) cause cancer. Californiamarkets it to the world and our governor owns a wine business. Icall bullstuff on the lie that CARB is forced to impose aban. 
There are serious problems at CARB. Theyare being pulled away from data and science. It is hurting thestate. High-paying, middle-class jobs are leaving. As CARB focuseson satisfying squeaky wheels it loses credibility on this and otherimportant work. The job of a regulator is to adopt thoughtfulrules, a ban is not thoughtful. CARB should adopt an emissionsbased approach.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-13 12:22:57No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: BryanLast Name: LeikerEmail Address: bleiker@klanodizing.comAffiliation: MFASC-MFANC-NASFSubject: MFASC-MFANC-NASF Previous Comments Compilation 12-13-22Comment:The Metal Finishing Association of SouthernCalifornia, the Metal Finishing Association of Northern California,and the National Association for Surface Finishing submit theattached comments that the associations previously submitted onJune 4, 2021, June 7, 2021, June 9, 2021, February 3, 2022, May 11,2022, and July 19, 2022. We reaffirm and reiterate each of thecomments in these communications.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/19-chromeatcm2023-VThcPARaBzcAZwR2.pdf'Original File Name: MF CARB CrVI ATCM Prior Comments Compilation 12-13-22.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-13 13:03:15No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JasonLast Name: WenigEmail Address: jpw@thecreativeworkshop.comAffiliation: Owner/President - The Creative WorkshopSubject: Comments regarding the Hexavalent Chromium Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM)Comment:To whom it mayconcern:
My name is Jason Wenig and I am the owner of The CreativeWorkshop. The Creative Workshop is a nationally recognized, highlyspecialized car workshop business &ndash; noted for the forensicrestoration of rare, exotic and unique, historically significantautomobiles.
I amwriting this letter as a representative of a billion dollarindustry that works hand and hand with the decorative chromeindustry &ndash; an integral and critical part of the highlyspecialized work we conduct.
Specifically, it seems California is looking to banall use of Hexavalent Chrome. The subject of this initiativethrough CARB is &ldquo;Hexavalent Chromium Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM)for Chrome Plating and Chromic Acid AnodizingOperations&rdquo;.
I havebeen deeply involved in the automotive world for over two decadesand have worked with countless suppliers, craftsmen and supportingindustries. My company was named a &ldquo;Top 20 RestorationCompany&rdquo; in the country in 2018 by one of theindustry&rsquo;s leading publications and I was awarded&ldquo;Master Craftsmen of the year&rdquo; in 2019 by theAmerica&rsquo;s Automotive Trust. My biography is attached forfurther reference.
Thevehicles entrusted to my company are some of the rarest and mostvaluable in the world, and require a diverse set of skills andsupporting infrastructure to work on them.  Akin to rareartwork or historic building restoration, the vehicles we work onare meticulously and authentically rebuilt &ndash; using historicalarchives, original factory drawings and documents and numerousother, sometimes rather arcane methods. In addition, the materials,supplies and technology utilized to restore and maintain thesehistoric artifacts are equally obscure.
Vintagecars touch all walks of life &ndash; and have become something muchmore than a niche hobby. To further reinforce this reality and thenature of these vehicles, we work with the Historic VehicleAssociation, which is working in collaboration with the U.S.Department of the Interior in developing a National HistoricVehicle Register to carefully and accurately document and recognizeAmerica&rsquo;s most historically significant automobiles,motorcycles, trucks and commercial vehicles. This project is thefirst of its type to create a permanent archive of significanthistoric automobiles within the Library of Congress.
As youcan imagine, working with historically significant vehicles &ndash;and in turn, our collective history &ndash; details matter. Ashistorians entrusted with this responsibility, when consideringthese details, &ldquo;close enough&rdquo; is not good enough. Thereis &ldquo;correct&rdquo; and &ldquo;incorrect&rdquo;,&ldquo;right&rdquo; and &ldquo;wrong&rdquo;. We work incrediblyhard to ensure that restorative work is done correctly and right.Along these lines, the coatings used throughout the history of theautomobile is very much a part of our responsibility to get right,and quite simply put &ndash; there is no substitute for proper,Hexavalent Chrome. Historians, collectors, aficionados, curators&ndash; we all know the difference between &ldquo;proper decorativechrome&rdquo; vs alternatives. Alternatives cannot be used andshould not be used on these incredibly valuable and covetedassets.
Saidanother way, house paint would not be used to restore a Picassojust as plywood would not be used to restore a Tall Ship. To theuntrained or uneducated eye, paint is paint and wood is wood&ndash; but for the integrity of our history, there is obviously arather large difference when it comes to &ldquo;correct&rdquo; and&ldquo;right&rdquo;.
How weprotect our history comes down to the front lines of the craftsmenthat are entrusted to restore and maintain it &ndash; and the&ldquo;tool kit&rdquo; we have available to us, simply cannot bediminished.
Whatfurther complicates this situation is that the number of businessesdedicated to automotive decorative chrome continues to shrink&ndash; with a troubling few businesses left that are capable ofdoing this kind of work. The few that do remain, simply must beprotected - we can&rsquo;t afford to lose any more platingcompanies &ndash; wherever they may be located. For instance, wework with Sherm&rsquo;s Custom Plating in Sacramento, California(www.shermsplating.com). Ittook us years to find them. We performed tests with numerouscompanies located around the country, and only Sherm&rsquo;s hadthe skills, capabilities and understanding of how to delivercorrect, authentic chrome for historic cars.
Anoutright ban on this industry in California will cause irreparablerepercussions that will ripple throughout the industry &ndash; notjust for the plating companies located in California, but to andthrough all of the companies that rely on their services to&ldquo;get the job done right&rdquo; across the Country.
Massiveevents around the world celebrate the automobile &ndash; includingthe most prestigious car event in the world - the Pebble BeachConcours d&rsquo;Elegance located in Monterrey, California. Carsinvited to and displayed at Pebble, set the standard for thehistory books. The wealthiest individuals in the world attend, andthe most valuable vehicles in the world are on display. Hundreds ofmillions of dollars of automotive history are on display everyAugust &ndash; and simply put, chrome alternatives would never beaccepted during the judging process &ndash; whereby the best andcorrectly restored vehicles are awarded. This reality would repeatitself at events the world over.
What&rsquo;s interesting and salient is that the volumeof materials and supplies used for this critical work is smallcompared to its importance, and pales in comparison to the volumesused in general industry, where chrome alternatives could readilybe accepted. Penalizing small boutique businesses (and the lowvolume of supplies they use) to solve a problem that isfundamentally not caused by this group - that is already tightlyregulated - is both near-sighted and counter-intuitive. The benefitto result ratio is completely off by targeting the decorative oreven specifically, the automotive show chrome industry.
Thedecorative chrome industry, as well as other supporting disciplinesto the automotive world, are used to operating under regulationsand controls &ndash; including proper hazardous waste disposal,limitations on volume, specialty filtration and particulatecontrol, etc. We understand this is done so a partnership betweenbusiness and protecting our environment can establish itself. Thisbalance and partnership is in place and evolves as necessary. Anall out ban, of the entire industry in California &ndash; combininglow-volume automotive businesses along with larger commercial orindustrial platers, again, seems counter-intuitive.
For therecord, I am particularly sensitive to this subject matter anddebate. I am originally from New York, where my Father, the lateDr. Jeffrey Wenig, was director of Environmental Protection duringthe 1970&rsquo;s. I grew up with the environment and our care ofit, as an integral part of our lives. I take these matters veryseriously and I am not writing this letter and voicing my opinionarbitrarily. I am hoping that healthy debate and logical terms canbe established for the benefit of all parties involved.
Allsaid, I implore you to understand the true nature of our industryand its reliance on a small portion of the Hexavalent Chrome thatwe use &ndash; and to engage with the vested community, so that wecan continue forward in collaboration and partnership &ndash;considering all implications to our industry, our history, jobs andof course the environment.
I amavailable to provide any additional information or discuss in anyway to help further this process along.
Thankyou,
Jason Wenig
Owner andPresident
The CreativeWorkshop
118 Hill Street
Dania Beach, FL 33004
954-920-3303
jpw@TheCreativeWorkshop.com Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/20-chromeatcm2023-WzoHdVAyBDpRCFR5.docx'Original File Name: ATCM - Concerns.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-13 16:41:17No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: SRIA analysis is flawed and does not agree with CARB dataComment:I submitted the text below addressed to theCARB Board, CARB Staff, and the California Department of Finance onJune 26, 2022.  In the email, I refer to actual emissions of2.2 pounds which is the amount of actual emissions referenced inthe SRIA. However, the latest CARB document (Appendix B) on thiswebsite now shows that actual emissions are 0.9 pounds annually.CARB's numbers don't match. Hmmm. Actual emissions have dropped bymore than half since June? I guess this just weakens CARB's caseall the more. An analysis based on actual experience would showeven less emission reduction.  Is this SRIA even a viabledocument anymore? At what point in this regulatory process does theState stop the presses to validate the basic data from whicheconomic assessments are made?  
 
TEXT FROM EMAIL OF JUNE 26, 2022FOLLOWS....
The most important number inthe Chrome ATCM SRIA is 2.2 pounds. You can find it in Table 2.1 onpage 21 of the SRIA. Go look at it. It isimportant. The total pre-pandemic hexavalent chrome emissions fromchrome platers in California is 2.2 pounds annually. A fact &ndash;2.2 pounds annually.
 
The most revealing number inthe Chrome ATCM SRIA is 132 pounds. You can find this number on thetop of page 2. It is the purpose for the rule.According to the SRIA, rule adoption will eliminate 132 pounds over20 years. That is an average of 6.6 pounds per year. From astarting point of 2.2 pounds. It bears repeating. The new rule willeliminate 6.6 pounds per year from the currently emittedtotal of 2.2 pounds per year.
 
There would be no chrome platers after 2039 soemissions will be 0.0 pounds. Sacramento math is exposed.Specifically (2.2 - 6.6 = 0.0). Remember, the Chrome ATCM SRIA is acombined product of the California Air Resources Board and theCalifornia Department of Finance and yet it implicates theCalifornia Department of Education.
 
It is not a co-incidence that CARB and theCalifornia Department of Finance separate these two numbers, thebig flashy benefit savings on page 2 and the actual emissions onpage 21. The key to big savings results are big baselineassumptions. Section 1.6 and the footnotes in Table 2.1 describethe method and assumptions for establishing the baseline. Theinflated baseline is justified in the following ways:

They create the concept of &ldquo;potential&rdquo;emissions. These are emissions that facilities could make, at thediscretion of the facility, which are not currently prohibited bypermit throughput limits. You are led to believe chrome emissionswill, or could, go up to this level, but that is not a goodassumption. Experience shows us that chrome plating emissions havedone nothing but decline in California for decades. 
They assume that pollution control equipment operates atno better than the permit efficiency level or lacking pollutioncontrol equipment, that facilities are emitting the maximum.
They created a magnification factor to account for datathey did not collect from all facilities, and they chose thehighest &ldquo;at limit&rdquo; assumption about that data.
Finally, they added a disclaimer, &rdquo;Using emissionlimits may overestimate actual emissions at somefacilities.&rdquo;  A more accurate statement could have been&ldquo;Using emission limits does overestimateactual emissions at facilities in aggregate&rdquo; and they did doexactly that. 

The result of this creativity is a baseline of10.19 pounds per year if you read page 15 and 10.15 pounds per yearif you look at Table 21. We could question the discrepancy between10.19 and 10.15 but we will move on because there is something moreimportant that you should be aware of. At the beginning of thisemail, we talked about 6.6 pounds per year of savings. That numberis derived because the rule doesn&rsquo;t eliminate hex chromeuntil 2039 so it is an average over 20 years. Beginning in 2039, atelimination, the benefit is 10.15/10.19 pounds per year. So, theSacramento math is even worse (2.20 &ndash; 10.19 = 0.00).
 
Let&rsquo;s get back to discussing thebaseline assumptions - the &ldquo;potential&rdquo; emissions and&ldquo;(in)efficiency&rdquo; of pollution control devices. Chromeplaters deserve some credit. They do currently operate withinlimits and are choosing to operate with a margin of safety belowthe limit. They do this to assure complete compliance.&ldquo;Potential&rdquo; emissions are foregone in order to assurecompliance and are already achieved. Additionally, many chromeplaters have invested in expensive pollution control equipmentwhich operates at a higher efficiency than required by rule limits.Assuming inefficiency equal to the rule limit is not valid &ndash;especially in view of source test data in the possession ofregulators that is referenced in the SRIA. So, the baseline isarbitrarily high. It assumes both these factors do not alreadyexist. But they do. Emissions have already been reduced by thechrome plating industry. As a result of improvements in Rule 1469,there is not a need for additional regulation. This is plainlyevident and explains the nearly 5 to 1 ratio between the baselineand actual experience. These concepts should not be used to inflatea baseline or to justify the costs proposed in this ATCM. The coststhe rule would impose on plating firms and the California economyshould not be justified by phantom elimination of emissions thathave already been eliminated.
 
It is also important to understand that theassumed baseline does not include fugitive emissions and that noneof the quantified benefit is from fugitive emissions. Additionally,there is no quantified benefit from PFAS elimination. Despite thelack of data and specificity on either fugitives or PFAS, thebenefits of eliminating them are discussed. This is unfortunate andmisleading. The discussion attempts to provide a basis for theboard to support (and perhaps vote for) this rule proposal in theabsence of data. Do not be misled. Fugitives and PFAS evoke fear.Without quantification or estimation, they should not be discussed.If they can be quantified, CARB should present the data so that itcan be discussed effectively. Note, there are already rules inplace and in development against use of PFAS. Additionally, AQMDRule 1469 already has significant controls against fugitiveemissions.
 
Hexavalent chrome in ambient California air isat record low levels, see https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/statepages/cr6state.html.The 2.2 pounds which would be eliminated by the proposed rule are afactor of 10X less than at least one other non-mobile hexavalentchromium source known to the CARB and to SC AQMD. Effectiveregulation of hexavalent chromium in California demands thatregulatory resources are directed at the most fertile opportunitiesfor improvement. The chrome plating industry has been highlyregulated in California. Industry emissions improved before theadoption of SC AQMD rule 1469 and should be expected to continue toimprove following its&rsquo; update in 2019. It should be notedthat 2019 is the basis for many of the datapoints in the SRIA and2.2 pounds is likely a high estimate of current emissions. There isnot a need for a new CARB rule. Application of the current SC AQMDRule 1469 to the entire State of California is a much moreeffective path.  
 
Thanks for your time. The Hex Chrome ATCMreferenced repeatedly in this email can be found here. 
https://dof.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/Forecasting/Economics/Documents/SRIA-Chrome.pdf
 Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-14 08:54:26No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: BrettLast Name: CowanEmail Address: bmcowan@msn.comAffiliation: Subject: Ban on Hex Chrome in CaliforniaComment:My name is Brett Cowan an I've been an automotive mechanic andclassic car enthusiast for over 30 years. I'm writing today tooppose the ban on Hex chrome in California. Not only will this donothing to diminish any pollution in the state of California itwill merely drive out more small businesses that barely got byduring your Draconian measures put into place during the greatCovid 19 debacle. This seems to be a witch hunt against theautomotive industry that seems to be one of Gavin Newsome'sfavorite past times.  It doesn't appear the science behindthis decision really has any merit.  Once again the State ofCalifornia is attacking the freedoms and rights of working classcitizens with false accusations and unproven science.  Quitfocusing on the small Mom and Pop shops that make this country andthis State what it is and focus on the real issues (homelessness,crime, political insider trading, illegal immigration, fentanyl)just to name a few. 
Thank you....Brett CowanAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-14 17:22:12No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: EricLast Name: Svenson, JrEmail Address: ericjr@plating.comAffiliation: Plating Resources, Inc.Subject: Hexavalent ChromeComment:Hexavelent chrome platers produce approximately 1% of thehexavalent chrome emissions in the State of California. How doesthe air quality improve by closing these facilities? CARB should byfocusing on restricting the sources that make up the other 99% ofhexavalent chrome emissions to improve California's airquality.
There is no suitable replacement for hexavalent chrome. Themarket rejects trivalent "decorative" chrome; and no process comesclose to the funcitionality and benefits of hard chrome, which is arequirement for specifications such as Boeing BAC5709, MIL-STD-150Fand many others. A ban on hexavalent chrome would negatively impactthe defense and aerospace industry in California.
Please submit the attachement to the Public Record.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/23-chromeatcm2023-UDhXNFcuUmBVJVQ1.pdf'Original File Name: Hexavalent Chrome.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-19 07:38:08No Duplicates.



Comment 18 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Appendix B (The Emissions Inventory) is not correctComment:Appendix B contains data errors, spreadsheet errors, calculationerrors, and assumption errors. To the extentt it is the source ofany allegations, conclusions, statements, or any logic basis insupport of the ISOR, SRIA, or the rule formulation, it should becorrected. 
The data shown for our facility shows incorrect emissions,incorrect emission permit limits, and incorrect source testemission rates. It is difficult to find any row of data in theappendix that correctly represents any facility. 
If CARB is able to identify the correct data and calculations tosupport the rule making, we request a new 45 day comment periodfollowing the release of a new appendix B. It is only fair.
A rule making like this, in which there is an opportunity todecrease overall hexavalent chrome emissions in the state by 0.2%and will eliminate thousands of jobs, damage the state economy, anddisrupt several industries deserves to be based on correctdata. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-19 14:26:35No Duplicates.



Comment 19 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Toward Rule ImprovementComment:As stated previously, the rule language itself could improve by...
1)	Recognizing that some chrome platers who do not use PFAS/PFOS,are not located near schools, are not located near sensitivereceptors, have fully compliant HEPA systems and 1469 compliance,are located in CalEnviroScore areas with no population andtherefore no CalEnviroScore, but perform vital work that supportsthe national commercial aviation and DOD infrastructure (e.g...us)should have a right to exist until a substitute technology can beidentified. Don't ban us before the replacing technology isidentified, ban us after the replacing technology is identified.For us, the substitute technology won't be trivalent plating. Takeout the ban language associated with hard chrome platers - no onecan raise capital with that in there.
2)	Implementing AQMD 1469 statewide. That's it. No need foranything else.
3)	Reducing the source test requirement to a frequency of fiveyears.
4)	Allowing currently permitted facilities to add/change permits solong as compliant to emissions regulations (i.e..1469).
5)	Allowing decorative platers a way to comply rather than a hardban.

Thank you for your consideration. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-19 16:13:06No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Computing the Cancer Risk for my facilityComment:Let's look at the risk from our facility using the data that CARBprovides on pages 173 to 175 of the ISOR. CARB breaks the risk upinto two pieces, the risk to residents, and the risk to off-siteworkers in the area. 

We are located in an industrial zone in the 90813 zip code area.There are no residential buildings within 500 meters. According tofigure V.1 that means that our cancer risk to residents is ZERO. 

Yes, zero risk to residents. But, let's go on and look at offsiteworker risks. At the bottom of page 175, CARB states, and I quote,
"For the 2019 baseline, the estimated potential cancer risks rangeapproximately from less than one in a million to 17 chances permillion, depending on the level of plating operations at thefacility." 
So, we can use this to compute the cancer risk. Even though 17 in amillion is the worst case, and even though it would be better formy illustration to use one in a million, we will use the highernumber; even though we are a smaller facility. How many offsiteworkers are there around us? We don't know for sure but we can makea useful estimate. 
The 90813 zip code is one of the densest in the state (#31 as amatter of fact) and has a density of 18,175 people per square mile.If we draw a circle around our facility at a radius of 500 meters,the area is 0.3 square miles. Applying a little arithmetic, we cancompute an estimate of 5,452 workers within that circle if the workforce is dispersed at a similar density to residents. But maybe itis not, so let's make an extreme assumption about the number ofworkers within 500 meters of us and say it is 25,000. Ourassumption is between 5,000 and 25,000 people work within 500meters of us. Using the highest figure, we can compute that 0.425offsite workers (25,000 X 0.000017 = 0.425) might get cancer. Letme repeat that number 0.425.

And looking at a previous sentence CARB states that, and I quote: 
"The guidelines assume that a worker at a nearby worksite isexposed to the emissions for 25 years, 250 days per year, and 8hours per day."
So, in order to get 0.425 cases of cancer, we need 25,000 people tostay within 500 meters of this facility for 8 hours a day, 250 daysper year, for 25 years!

There it is, for my facility, using CARB's numbers and conservativeassumptions, we get less than 1/2 of one cancer case. I hope youget the point.

So why after more than three years of engagement in this ATCMprocess with CARB and the preceding rule 1469 process with AQMD andCARB is this small business dealing with the existential threat ofa ban? Who is in charge? Is anyone at CARB capable of making adecision to stop this madness? Is this what AB 617 hath wrought? Weare being damaged.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-21 15:23:31No Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Enjoy your Holiday Air TravelComment:Metal finishing disciplines support commercial aircraft. Decorativechrome is mostly used on interiors. Functional anodize is used allover the aircraft to protect parts from corrosion. Hard Chrome isused to assure the correct function of thrust reversers, landinggear, rudder and aileron actuators, propulsion systems, and otherflight and landing critical components.

If any members of the CARB board are traveling over the holidays,you are only able to do so because the aviation industry has usedhexavalent chromium in California to keep you safe. 

Hard chrome platers support manufacturing, processing, repair andmaintenance of critical aircraft components. We follow the explicitdirection of engineers within the OEMs and the airlines, and usefederal and internationally recognized standards to perform thework. In the United States, the design, production, and maintenanceof all aircraft are under the jurisdiction of the FAA who audit andenforce the strict adherence to the requirements. Thoserequirements dictate the use of hexavalent chrome. People go tojail and/or are fined if regulations are not followed. 

The United States aviation infrastructure is interstate commerce.Aircraft repair and maintenance is a necessary part of thatinfrastructure. The CARB does not have authority to regulateinterstate commerce. 

Despite formal efforts by the US government and the aviationcommunity to identify a hard chrome alternative in the late 90's,the industry has not yet found suitable alternatives. This ATCM isnot going to change the realities of physics, materials, etc.. Yourflight is only able to occur because hexavalent chromium makes itsafe and possible. 

Even the newest Boeing 787 aircraft which will be manufactured forthe foreseeable future and will fly for decades are designed to bemade and maintained with hexavalent chrome. Every aircraft in theworld contains a part that was hexavalent chrome plated inCalifornia. Aircraft have usable lives spanning decades and willpersist beyond 2039. The California economy depends on tourism. Ahard chrome ban is misguided hypocrisy.

Enjoy your flight.
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-22 08:56:05No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JerryLast Name: ReddingEmail Address: jerryredding55@yahoo.comAffiliation: Sherman custom platingSubject: Hexavalent chromeComment:Hexavalent chrome I work at Sherms custom plating in SacramentoCalifornia my dad started this company 50 years ago we have alwaysabided by the rules and put in all of the safety equipment airscrubbers etc. by eliminating hexavalent chrome all of our or mostof our client base will just simply go out of state to get theirwork done we are a small shop in Sacramento California  I don'tthink it's fair that the hard chroming industry gets 10 yearsallowance to go about business in a normal manner whereasdecorative chrome players only have four years before rulings aremade I don't think that's fair our emissions are zero detectablebecause we use air scrubbers on the chromium bath please reconsiderthese unfair rulings on the Hexavalent chrome.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-22 19:40:32No Duplicates.



Comment 23 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Changes / Comment PeriodComment:I have provided input that there are discrepancies and errors inand between the ISOR, the SRIA, and the proposed rule. I requestthat those documents be updated to correct the discrepancies andlogic failures (e.g... annual emission reduction being greater thanannual emissions, rule motivation attributed to environmentaljustice concerns but unsupported by documented AB 617 CERPs in theEJ  communities, and more...). To the extent the rule might bechanged to address the comments of myself and others, I requestthat the public be given 45 days to analyze the changes and providecomment. This is reasonable considering that individual members ofthe public and owner/managers of small businesses do not havesufficient time and resources as do large corporations and theState of California to devote to analyzing the rule. 

This rule making is an excellent example of the difficulty thatsmall businesses  have in working with California regulators. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-28 13:45:42No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: BobbiLast Name: BurnsEmail Address: bobbiburns@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: Subject: Amendment to Chrome ATCMComment:For those reading public comments that may not be aware, HexavalentChromium can be found in many places in our everyday lives. Besidesnature and plating shops, Hexavalent Chromium is found withinindustries of aerospace, ground transportation, concrete, welding,leather tanning, wood preserving, fireworks (there goesDisneyland), cosmetics, cleaning agents and tobacco. Some everydayitems include products in our home like electronics, fixtures,hardware, furniture and keys. The Chromium finishes are essentialto automobiles including electric cars, aerospace, industrialmachinery, dies and molds; metal finishing adds a variety ofprotection, wear resistance, and in some cases restoration.

Permits, inspections, testing and fees are the standard for anyChromium plating facility in California. Regulations here inCalifornia are the most stringent in the USA. California sets thestandard and is the leader of environmental innovations in theCountry. The proposed ban on Decorative Chrome in the upcomingamendment to the ATCM simply doesn't make sense.
Banning the Decorative Chrome process here does not make the demandfor the finish go away. There are countless manufacturing andrestoration companies here in this State that will have to close orship parts to other States, other States that have little to nocontrol on the process, creating a new wave of problems. Thetechnology used today to prevent pollution is superior to what wasused decades ago.

"In 2007, to further protect the public, CARB adopted additionalamendments to the Chrome Plating ATCM, resulting in the moststringent and health protective emission standards applicable tochrome plating operations in the nation." This sentence was pluckedstraight from CARB's website. 

Since 2007 there has been a significant reduction in CrVI emissionsfrom plating facilities. We account for less than 1% of the totalCrVI emissions in the entire State. My point is that we are not afailed regulated industry. The proposed amendment should create anemission base rule for all covered process equally. The Decorative,Functional and Chromic Acid Anodize have the same chemistry so whyban just one?  The amendment should be an emission based rule forany hexavalent chromium process. The Decorative Chrome processaverages 10k to 40K amp-hrs annually but the Hard or FunctionalChrome and Chromic Acid Anodize process can run-up to and over amillion amp-hrs annually. It is discrimination. 

Proposing alternatives such as Tri-Chrome for decorative finishesshould be an alternative, not the only choice. If a DecorativeChrome facility is meeting the emission standard, under thethreshold  or non-detect for CrVI emissions then why shut it down?The ATCM Amendment should be based on science and data, notemotions. Imposing a discriminatory ban on this process sets a badprecedent for California. 

I strongly urge CARB to stand by the side of California businessesthat have maintained compliance and continue to invest in bettertechnologies so that we can continue our craft and be of service tonot only the large manufacturers but the hobbyist and enthusiaststhat rely on our finishes. The stationary source of this hexavalentchromium is under control of not only the Operators, who arecertified by CARB's program but also by the local Air Districts. 
I am a second generation metal finisher for over thirty years. I amin good health. My long-time employees are in good health. If Ithought I was endangering my family or community we wouldn't be inbusiness. Thank you for reading my comments.

Biological fun facts: Ingested Cr(VI) is efficiently reduced to theCr(III) by the gastric juices [De Flora, Badolati et al. 1987].Cr(VI) can also be reduced to the Cr(III) in the epithelial liningfluid of the lungs by ascorbate and glutathione (Petrilli, Rossi etal. 1986; Suzuki and Fukuda 1990).
Once absorbed into the bloodstream, Cr(VI) is rapidly taken up byerythrocytes after absorption and reduced to Cr(III) inside the redblood cells. In contrast, Cr(III) does not readily cross red bloodcell membranes, but binds directly to transferrin , aniron-transporting protein in the plasma (made by the liver) EPA1998; ATSDR 2000; Dayan and Paine 2001].

Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-29 13:13:44No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: ArtLast Name: HolmanEmail Address: art@shermsplating.comAffiliation: Sherm's Custom PlatingSubject: 2022 Chrome emissionsComment:I would like for the board to look at decorative platers emissionsand clearly state why we are being targeted for elimination inCalifornia when we are already highly regulated and have zerothreat to public safety when operating under current ATCM.

I will publicly post my emissions for the 2022 year with data toprove that shops like mine are not the problem and should not berequired to transition to trivalent or close down operations.

2022 I used 31,322 amp/hrs at a source test rating of 0.00032
The math is 31,322 x 0.00032 = 10.02304 milligrams for all of2022.
To put this in perspective a paperclip = 1 gram.  

It would take my facility 100 years at these rates to produce 1gram of chrome, a paperclip worth! Can you see how ridiculous thisis? you have the ability to look at true data on emissions in theindustry and the facts speak for themselves.

Before any decision on a new ATCM is reached the board really needsto look at facts, the overwhelming majority of platers all haveamp/hr meters and source test documentation that proves the chromeplating industry as a whole is not the problem with hexavalentchrome emissions. 

Ships, Rail, Concrete, and mobile sources are huge contributors,and this new rule will do nothing to change that it will only drivechrome platers out of state where they are not regulated as tightlyas here in California.


Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-30 07:03:25No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Paramount (Dichromate Seal Tanks)Comment:Air monitoring in Paramount revealed that dichromate seal tankswere a source of hex chrome and that CARB and AQMD had NO RULE tocontrol dichromate seal tanks! The tanks were unregulated. Anuproar ensued. CARB and AQMD came under fire. How could they letthis happen? Blame had to be assessed. Round up the usualsuspects...chrome platers! A new rule was made. Media headlinesblamed platers but the firms with dichromate seal tanks were NOTdecorative chrome platers and were NOT hard chrome platers. CARB'sallegations about fugitive plating emissions from "uncontrolledtanks" are based on this situation in Paramount and on another inNewport Beach. But, again, the Newport Beach firm is NOT adecorative chrome and NOT a hard chrome plater either. So why doesthis rule target decorative and hard chrome plating? Why does itjustify action based on "fugitive plating emissions fromuncontrolled tanks" when hard and decorative platers don't havedichromate seal tanks? How did CARB draw a line from Dichromateseal tanks to hard chrome and decorative chrome platers?Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2022-12-30 12:22:49No Duplicates.



Comment 27 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: Rich Last Name: RobersonEmail Address: richroberson@outlook.comAffiliation: Subject: CARB Chrome Plating ATCMComment:Re: CARB Chrome Plating ATCM

Eugene,
I would like to express concern of a complete ban of HexavalentHard Chrome plating on behalf of our Team members here at RollTechnology West (RTW).
Our Team members invested time into their profession and have madeit not just a job, but a career.
Our team members are puzzled why the career they chose, is beingtargeted for a complete ban. They are bewildered why an industrythat makes up less than 1% of hex chromium emissions nationally, isbeing targeted for elimination. 
RTW's Team members have always done the right thing and followedall the rules, procedures, and permits.
"And we must recognize that communities of color have a range ofviews and concerns. "-CARB Chair Randolph
RTW's team members have children and grandchildren who are all arepart of a community of color. They work in this community. Theyhave homes in this community. 
"We cannot fail in our efforts to listen, engage, and work towardsequitable solutions as best we can. "-Chair Randolph
The complete ban of Hexavalent chrome plating is the exact oppositeof equitable solution. There is no alternative for the HexavalentHard chrome plating of Work rolls.
Our team members would be laid off and because their career isbanned, the skills, which they have worked so hard to hone, wouldbe worthless. 
This would be traumatic for our Team members, families, andcommunity.

I understand CARB's quest to look for an alternative to HexavalentHard chrome plating. However, there is no viable alternative forthe Hexavalent Chrome plating of Work rolls. 
Therefore, I ask CARB not to institute a complete ban on HexavalentHard chrome but rather, consider a more equitable solution andadopt the European model and grant conditional exemptions until aviable and proven alternative is found. 
If granted, a conditional exemption would give RTW the ability toremain in operation until a viable and proven alternative isfound.

Sincerely,


Richard Roberson
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-04 14:48:12No Duplicates.



Comment 28 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JIMLast Name: MEYEREmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Atmospheric Rivers and Hex ChromeComment:We are currently experiencing an "atmospheric river" event (as thepress likes to call it) that is predicted to result in downed treesand power lines, flooding, and mudslides throughout the state. Idon't know if that prediction will hold, as weather can beunpredictable, but I do know this...

The hydraulic actuation mechanisms on the bulldozers, earthmovers,and backhoes that will clear the roads, restore your power, repairthe dams, and reinforce the hillsides are MANUFACTURED AND REPAIREDwith HEXAVALENT CHROME by hard chrome platers. Your decision willhave consequences. Please don't be naive about what protects you,your property, and the citizens of California and allows thetaxpayers to pay your salaries.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-05 06:47:36No Duplicates.



Comment 29 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: KellyLast Name: WileyEmail Address: Kcwiley5@gmail.comAffiliation: Sherm's Custom PlatingSubject: Chrome Ban in California Comment:My name is Kelly Wiley. I have worked for Sherm's Custom Plating inSacramento, Ca for 16 years. That is a majority of my working life.I am a single women, who owns her own home (thanks in part to myemployment at Sherm's), and is on track to be a part of theownership group at Sherm's. I would be a female owner in a maledriven industry.  This has been the goal for the last 10 years. IfSherm's is forced to stop doing hex chrome plating we will looseour customer base, thereby shutting us down. I would be a middleaged women looking for employment whose skills and knowledge baselay mostly in the chrome plating industry. 
Sherm's has always maintained a clean facility and followed all ofthe guidelines set in place by different regulatory groups. Pleasegive us the opportunity to adhere to guidelines rather then banningchrome all together. My future and that of the people I work with,are depending on you. Thank you for your time. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-05 09:00:59No Duplicates.



Comment 30 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Technology Reviews are undefined and vaguely timedComment:The proposed rule establishes the timing of two "technologyreviews" which will be used to determine when and whetherfunctional and hard chrome platers should be eliminated earlierthan 2039. 

The rule includes no definition of "technology review". It shouldbe obvious this is a problem. 

The rule states only that the first technology review must be"complete...by January 1, 2032." Therefore, the first technologyreview could occur in 2023 and the rule would be met. Hard chromeplaters and anodize facilities could be eliminated beforedecorative per this rule. 

There is no basis for any business to invest capital (or stay) inCalifornia if CARB can eliminate them by performing an undefinedprocess, maybe tomorrow, or maybe sometime in the next ten years. What is a reasonable person (and business, and concerned citizen,and etc.) to conclude?  Is this how CARB writes rules now? Aftermore than three years of effort? 

The only thing we can know about CARB's intended "technologyreview" is what we see has occurred with respect to the decorativechrome platers and the review of trivalent chrome platingtechnology. What was the venue in which this occurred? Whoorganized and conducted the review? Who was asked to participate inthe review? How much diversity of opinion was allowed in theprocess and how was it dealt with to reach conclusions? How didCARB assess the needs of customers in the marketplace? Weredecorative platers involved in the review? Who advocated thattrivalent chrome was an acceptable substitute? When, how, and whomade the decision that "trivalent chrome" could substitute?  DoCARB, CARB staff, CARB board members have any economic interest inresearch or firms associated with trivalent chrome technology? Somany unanswered questions.

The proposed undefined and vaguely timed "technology reviews" areunacceptable.
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-06 07:29:57No Duplicates.



Comment 31 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JohnLast Name: RomeroEmail Address: chromer9@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: west coast chromeSubject: the mythComment:There are over 500 substances that are probable carcinogensincluding auto exhaust, cigarettes, processed meats etc.basicallywhat they are saying is  that hex chrome causes cancer along withall those other items,this really is a myth,has it been proven tobe a carcinogen, a carcinogen is a substance that causes cancer, Ihave been in business or 30 years. All those years I have neverheard of anyone dying or even becoming ill from chrome. I have beendoing all my chrome plating myself and yet I am still here and ingood health. I am small 2 man shop not a threat to human health inany way and have proof of it.recently the epa conducted a siteinvestigation on my shop. I spent an enormouse amount of money onlawyer fees geologist fees etc.They took soil samples septic tanksamples cameras through the plumbing. In the end the test resultscame back (nd) non detected for chrome, nickel, copper or any oherhazardous material. Therefore my shop is not a threat to publichealth, furthermore I am one of the smallest shops in California, Iam only allowed 66 amp hrs per day, but only do about 20 per day,mostly small parts. With that being said how can my shop be athreat to anyone. If they do pass this law, I can't see how thesebusinesses will survive.The sad thing is probably about 90 percentworkers and/ or owners are hispanic such as myself.that have beendoing this for a very long time.thak you for your timeAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-07 21:12:46No Duplicates.



Comment 32 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Why has CARB stopped updating Hex Chrome Statistics?Comment:Any discussion about hex chrome rules should be based on data andthat data should be made available to the public in a transparentand accurate manner.

CARB has posted data about Hex Chrome at their own website here:(https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/statepages/cr6state.html).Thank you CARB. The data include helpful computations for MEANlevels of hex chrome and ESTIMATED RISK of hex chrome statewidesince 1991. Please note the improvements made over that time. Forreasons which are not clear to this reader, CARB has stoppedsupplying the MEANS and the ESTIMATED RISKS since the beginning ofthis rulemaking. I could guess that this is because some months donot contain data but this is curious given the higher number ofobservations shown. Even more baffling is the lack of dataobservations shown in the second half of 2022. Why would CARB stopsharing data with the public concurrent with this rule making andleading up to a CARB board decision? Coincidence? It is hard to seethis as coincidence and it is especially troubling when we havealso learned from CARB that the data in appendix B is not correct.Why is data about hex chrome emissions less available and lessreliable just as the CARB board and the public and the impactedparties are approaching decision?

Um... We deserve answers.

Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-09 15:13:52No Duplicates.



Comment 33 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Less than 2 Hex Chrome Cancer Cases in California (Annually)Comment:It would be nice if there were a reliable source of data from whichto perform these calculations. See my previous comment(s).

But using the data we have... 

The California population is around 40 million. So using the mostrecent CARB data that show a cancer case rate attributable to hexchrome of 16 per million, that computes to 640 cancer cases fromhex chrome annually statewide. See my source here -https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/toxics/statepages/cr6state.html

How many of those are from chrome platers?
 
CARB's Appendix B states chrome platers emit 0.90 pounds of hexchrome annually. SC AQMD states that there are 0.8 pounds per dayof Hex chrome emissions in the South Coast basin (see data in SCAQMD MATES V Table 3-4) from all sources. That computes to 292pounds annually (0.8 X 365 = 292). So in the South Coast areachrome platers make up 0.3% (0.9 / 292 = 0.0031) of the hex chromeemissions in the area that everyone would agree contains thehighest percentage of chrome platers in the state.

So, since chrome platers make up 0.3% of emissions we can computethe cancer cases attributable to chrome platers as 1.98 cases peryear. 

1.98 CANCER CASES PER YEAR IN CALIFORNIA FROM HEX CHROMEATTRIBUTABLE TO THE ENTIRE CHROME PLATING INDUSTRY!!
 
Who is in control of CARB? What is the agenda? Setting prioritiesis one of the most basic functions of management. CARB has spentthree years on this rule making.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-09 16:04:38No Duplicates.



Comment 34 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: ThomasLast Name: MulhallEmail Address: bayareashopsol@gmail.comAffiliation: Bay Area Shop SolutionsSubject: Killing Chrome=Killing JobsComment:Another attack on the automotive restoration and repair industry isyour latest brain child: Going after the hex chrome platers.
That industry represents less than 1% of the total Chrome VIemissions for the entire State of Ca. This industry is absolutelyvital tot he automotive manufacturing, repair, and restorationindustries. The last thing that Ca needs is more job killingbureaucrats who worship the almighty carbon lie. Attached is achart that clearly shows the carbon levels being significantlyhigher throughout history, BEFORE the advent of the automobile!
To kill off another industry like chrome plating is utter madness.
There is no reason, other than self-perpetuating legislation, andthe vindictive nature twords automobiles that CARB hasdemonstrated, to kill off the chrome plating industry. We haven'tforgotten about the killing off of good paint and brake cleanerthat you pencil pushers did to use!
San Francisco used to have 3 marvelous platers. One in particular,B&M, was so good that chrome parts that were plated in 1965 arestill on some show vehicles today! Now, everyone in the Bay Areahas to travel to Sacramento to get good chrome plating. How manyuseless miles are traveled, and time, fuel, bridge tolls, etcexpended all because CARB shut down the platers in SF? Not veryenvironmentally conscious, is that?
Cut it out and go after the real polluters, like the thousands ofillegal aliens who litter our state with filth.
Thank youAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/41-chromeatcm2023-VDcFYgBzBTRSO1A+.jpg'Original File Name: carbon1jpg.jpg Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-09 23:22:33No Duplicates.



Comment 35 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: ZainLast Name: YahyaEmail Address: zainyahya@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: ATCM for hex chromeComment:I am still trying to understand the basis for this ruling. If thegoal is protect the public health then why are we instituting a banon this process as opposed to regulating it. The industry accountsfor less than 1% of hex chrome emissions in the state. Why nottarget a larger chunk of the pie. Also, when the industry welcomesregulation and says we can get that number down even further. Whywould CARB choose a ban rather than working with industry andhelping to reduce those emissions. 

Businesses will be forced to close, thousands of jobs will be lost,supply chains and consumers will have to find sources outside ofthe State of California(this impact cannot be overstated). OtherStates that do not have the regulations and controls thatCalifornia shops have in place.

The three finishes of Decorative, Functional Chrome Metal Finishingand
Chromic Acid Anodizing represent less than 1% of total ChromeVIEmissions for the entire State of California. Why does this warranta ban?

Fun Fact: Based on the reported annual emissions CARB provided(2018-2019) all of the decorative chrome platers in the stateemitted less hexavalent chromium at .00856 lbs per year than thepopular theme park resort in Anaheim at 0.106 lbs per year.

Please reconsider this draconian rule that continues to beillogical given the stated goals of CARB.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-11 13:13:07No Duplicates.



Comment 36 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: AaronLast Name: PlechatyEmail Address: aplechaty@electro-coatings.comAffiliation: Subject: Banning is not the answer...Comment:I have worked at/around a chrome plating shop for 26 years, you arelooking to take the quick and easy road and just kill off anindustry. The industry has stated time, and time again that we arewilling and able to discuss and work through tighter regulationsand rules. This is the ideal way forward. 


The complete ban on chrome plating in any time frame is notpractical. We as an industry produce less than 1% of all hex chromeemissions, who/what/where are the 99%? What are you doing aboutlimiting the excess emissions from all the bigger places andcompanies and names? By attacking the smallest group, you will beshutting down small businesses in the state, and forcing jobs outof state - because people will not suddenly stop wanting chrome,they will just have to get it from other places (who most likelyhave lesser emissions standards and thus affect even more people).

Please consider pushing back any rules or voting, unless all theresearch is complete, until the actual facts are verified and wecan all move forward together and not leave thousands of peoplewithout jobs.
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-12 08:05:48No Duplicates.



Comment 37 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: steveLast Name: WeeksEmail Address: steveweeks900@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: chromeatcm2023Comment:I have been made aware of this proposed ban.  I am not in favor. California is recognized as almost the birthplace of autocustomization.  Chrome plating is an extremely minor part of ouremissions. There must be other options other than a complete ban. This is one more reason to be ridiculed by other states and part ofthe bigger picture why so many people are leaving this once greatstate.  The elitist attitude that as California goes so should thecountry is doing us harm in many ways.  Please reconsider. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-12 10:00:26No Duplicates.



Comment 38 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: MatthewLast Name: PankowEmail Address: mattp@platinginternational.comAffiliation: Plating Internatioanl Inc. Subject: Chromium Comment:The current standards in place have dramatically reduced emissionsin regard to Chrome Plating and Anodizing and I don't see how anamendment in justified. An amendment would negatively impact theindustry, local manufacturers and move more business to othercountries around the world. 

Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-13 10:38:08No Duplicates.



Comment 39 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: HEPA Filtration not BACT anymore?Comment:This ATCM imposes a ban on hex chrome use for hard chrome platingeven though there is not an alternative. Since the ban is imposedeven though hard chrome platers do use state of the art HEPAfiltration systems, CARB is establishing a precedent that HEPAfiltration systems are inadequate for management of carcinogens.This has major implications for not only hex chrome, but for nearlyall the other air toxics in California. CARB would be saying thatHEPA filtration is no longer the Best Available Control Technology.A ban would now be the best available control technology. 

But HEPA filters are effective for control of hex chrome asevidenced by all the other CARB and district rules which requireuse of HEPA enclosures and booths and which have not been proposedto be revised. There is a long list. 

Is it CARB's strategy to start with platers to eliminate HEPAfiltration as a control method? Are they using us as some sort ofMachiavellian example to everyone else. Cull out all the smallbusiness platers, win a key case, and then move on to the biggerpolluters that make up 99% of the hex chrome problem. Hmmm, veryshrewd.

It would be false for CARB to state that the ban is necessary dueto fugitive (non-HEPA) emissions since CARB has not measuredfugitives (or admitted to doing so) at hard chrome platers.Fugitive emissions observed in Paramount and Newport Beach were notfrom hard chrome plating.
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-13 10:36:22No Duplicates.



Comment 40 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JamesLast Name: GoehringEmail Address: jrgjrgus@outlook.comAffiliation: ManagerSubject: Proposed ATCM amendmentsComment:Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/47-chromeatcm2023-AHNTAHNTNwB4VlAdqM0d.pdf'Original File Name: ltr for public comment - CARB.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-14 12:01:20No Duplicates.



Comment 41 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Rule Purpose according to the SRIAComment:The opening paragraph of the SRIA sets forth the purpose for therulemaking. It is artfully crafted, but misleads the CARB board andthe people of California. 

It states "The electrolytic processes associated with platingoperations cause mists containing hexavalent chromium to bereleased from plating tanks, which are eventually emitted intooutdoor air through building openings and vents. Despite controlsystems installed at chrome plating facilities, hexavalent chromiumemissions continue to be released from facilities into thesurrounding environment and communities. Fugitive emissions occurbecause the control systems do not capture 100 percent of theemissions from these facilities. Many of these facilities arelocated close to sensitive receptors (e.g., schools, residentialcare facilities, and homes where children and elderly reside), andare also located in disadvantaged communities."

Let's look at how misleading that paragraph is and how it is beingmisapplied by CARB.

"The electrolytic processes associated with plating operationscause mists containing hexavalent chromium to be released fromplating tanks, which are eventually emitted into outdoor airthrough building openings and vents". This statement is NOTfactually correct at hard chrome plating facilities with emissioncontrol systems. At hard chrome plating facilities, 100% of hardchrome plating tank mists are captured by the push pull headers ofthe emission control systems and directed into HEPA filters whichat 99.97% efficiency reduce the pollutants to nearly nothing, Thisis confirmed by regulatorily required source testing. CARB knowsthis and SCAQMD knows this. But the writer needs to setup anargument about fugitive emissions and they need the reader tobelieve that mists are created and flying around in the air. Theyalso want the reader to believe these emissions are coming fromplating tanks and not from rinse or other associated tanks (forexample, dichromate seal tanks) - which is a VERY importantdistinction. It takes a stretch of logic to call a dichromate sealtank a "plating tank" but that is what the writer does. Let's lookat the next sentence.

"Despite control systems installed at chrome plating facilities,hexavalent chromium emissions continue to be released fromfacilities into the surrounding environment and communities." CARBmay have reasons for being vague with this statement but it ishighly misleading. It is a diplomatic allusion to joint failures ofthe regulatory community) and the management practices at unnamedfacilities in Southern California. CARB may not want to be specificabout the facilities but a review of media reports lead toidentification of Anaplex in Paramount and Hixson Metal Finishingin Newport Beach. If there are others, CARB has not identified themor the situations to which they allude. So there is no way tocomment on them. For the record, it is very important to recognizethat Anaplex is NOT a hard chrome plater and Hixson Metal Finishingis NOT a hard chrome plater. Neither of these firms had hard chromeplating tanks with HEPA emission control systems. The sentence isconstructed artfully. It wants the reader to believe the facilitieshad emission controls. The truth? The facilities DID have emissioncontrols, but certain tanks did not. As a result, there werereleases into surrounding communities. CARB and SCAQMD shoulddisclose to the public in a straight-forward way that theregulators did not require emission control systems on thosedichromate seal tanks. CARB may have other data from which they cansupport the their contention of fugitive emissions but the lack ofspecificity and quantification is notable. 

"Fugitive emissions occur because the control systems do notcapture 100 percent of the emissions from these facilities." Thisis an artfully worded, factually true statement that impliesequality between hard chrome plating tanks with HEPA systemscapturing 99.97% of hex chrome, and to un-controlled dichromatetanks which happen to be located in a facility with controls. Thereis no distinction made about the level of fugitive emissions fromthe two vastly different facilities. It is used in this purposeparagraph to justify a sledgehammer approach which will be used toeliminate all chrome plating.

"Many of these facilities are located close to sensitive receptors(e.g., schools, residential care facilities, and homes wherechildren and elderly reside), and are also located in disadvantagedcommunities." This is a true statement. The sentence could havesaid "Many of these facilities are located close to sensitivereceptors and many are NOT located close to sensitive receptors."That is also a true statement but it does not serve the writer'scause to say it that way. The writer continues, "Some...are alsolocated in disadvantaged communities". True. But, unsaid, some areNOT located in disadvantaged communities. Our facility is locatedin a community that is not scored by CalEnviroScreen because thereis no residential population. Hixson Metal Finishing is located ina community with a 65th percentile score on CalEnviroScreen. Mostreaders will not perceive Newport Beach as a disadvantagedcommunity. 

The misleading purpose statement contained in the SRIA creates adecision environment for the CARB board which, in my opinion,creates a potential legal liability for the CARB and the State ofCalifornia. The purpose as stated in the ISOR does not match thepurpose in the SRIA. Further, since the rule would eliminateinfrastructure that supports the largest industries in the state(Tourism, Agriculture, Automotive, Aerospace) some seriousrestructuring of this ATCM must be done. It is obviously unfair tohard chrome platers who have invested in HEPA systems and arecompliant with the SCAQMD rules. It is unfair to California workersat impacted facilities and at links in the supply chains which aresupported by hexavalent hard chrome platers. Please reconsider yourapproach to this rule-making.
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-15 07:25:31No Duplicates.



Comment 42 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: ATCM & SRIA Technology Assumptions InvalidComment:The CARB ATCM SRIA estimates a benefit of 10 pounds of hex chromeper year. 86% of that benefit is derived from the impact of theATCM on hard chrome platers. Yet, the ATCM does not identify anytechnology which is capable of replacing hard hex chrome plating. Atechnology is imagined for the purpose of cost and benefitestimation in the SRIA. 

We are able to determine from the SRIA that the attributes of theimagined hard chrome plating technology are as follows:

Emissions - None
Implementation Cost - $4 Million per facility
Method of applying the technology - undefined
On-going operational cost - Same as current technology
On-going operational process time - Same as current technology
Effectiveness of technology attributes - Same as current technology(with no analysis of hardness, lubricity, coefficient of friction,wear resistance, corrosion, porosity, method of application,etc..)
Technology adoption rate - immediate at implementation of the newtechnology
Technology adoption scope - all applications simultaneously

Technology development as it relates to hard chrome alternativeshas been ongoing for more than 25 years and is well understood. Theassumptions above are NOT consistent with the most likelytechnological development path for a hard chrome alternative in thefuture. The most likely technology development path will not have abinary yes/no ability to change technological attributes (namedabove) all at once across all applications. 

This SRIA completely fails to recognize how technology changeoccurs and is implemented, yet it allows CARB to take credit for86% of a benefit without associated recognition of cost. 

There is no analysis of the costs to other supply chainparticipants (manufacturers, maintainers, etc...) from changing tothe imagined technology in the this SRIA.
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-15 07:39:23No Duplicates.



Comment 43 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: US Federal Law is superior to California LawComment:Aviation Repair Solutions, Inc. repairs commercial aircraft partsas a participant in interstate commerce and under the purview ofthe Federal Department of Transportation Federal AviationAdministration. As such, we are legally required by federal law toperform our work in concert with FAA regulation. FAA regulationrequires us to repair parts in compliance with FAA approvedrepairs. FAA approved repairs require us to use hexavalent chromeplating. If we do not use hexavalent chrome plating we are inconflict with federal law. 

The proposed CARB ATCM violates the commerce clause and supremacyclauses of the United States Constitution. 
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-15 09:27:45No Duplicates.



Comment 44 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: KyleLast Name: CassanoEmail Address: kylecassano@mac.comAffiliation: Subject: Do NOT ban hex chrome plating in CAComment:California is the most regulated state in the country for chromeplating, which makes it the safest and most responsible state inthe country to perform chrome plating. 

This ban is not based on science... it will harm businesses andyour constituents. Reconsider... do not ban. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-15 16:44:46No Duplicates.



Comment 45 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: LukeLast Name: KiddEmail Address: motorsatan@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: ban the mouseComment:According to your own CARB reporting for 2018/2019 a single Anaheimtheme park produced more hexavalent chromium than all Californiachrome shops combined. Why are you not passing laws to shut downthe monster which is Disney Land? Going after small business allacross the state only hurts our citizens, the ones you are electedto serve. Please rethink what you are proposing and do the rightthing. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 11:59:26No Duplicates.



Comment 46 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: CathyLast Name: ReamEmail Address: cream@teikuro.comAffiliation: Teikuro CorporationSubject: Chrome BanComment:     It is not possible to put a timeline on banning hexavalentchromium because there is not a "one size fits all" solution toreplacing hexavalent chromium coatings as the function  andproperties needed can be different for different products. Sometimes, it can even be impossible. 
     I have not worked with trivalent chromium but I understandthat the color is different than hexavalent chrome, usually awhitish color.  Do you think consumers want "white" bumpers andchrome trim on their automobiles and restored automobiles?  Do theywant a white kitchen faucet?
     Chromium electroplaters and anodizers in California have spenthundreds of thousands of dollars, if not millions of dollars, tomeet the current low emmisions regulations for hex chrome.  Ofthese companies, some are large and some are small.  Some wouldsurvive a hex chrome ban, but many, especially the smaller onesthat only work with chromium, would not.  What happens to theowners when they have to walk away from the money that they alreadyhave invested?
     I have worked in the metal finishing business for over 40years, chromic anodizing in the past and the majority of my careerand most recently with hexavalent chrome industrial electroplating,so I am speaking about electroplating in that it is a uniqueprocess and the operators have a unique and special skill.  Manyhave spent the majority of their careers in this business and arefacing the possibility of losing their jobs if the ban is enacted. I understand that the industrial chrome ban won't be effective for17 years, but the decorative chrome ban is much sooner.  With thesespecial skills, what kind of employment will they be able to obtainat the ages a lot of them are?  Even in 17 years, most probablywon't be retirement age yet, so I don't think that you areconsidering the effect it will have on the workers and theirsubsequent employement....and the supply chain workers andcustomers.
      The PFOS/PFAS issue is a whole, separate and different issue. PFOS was and PFAS  is being used legally.  Getting rid of hexchrome should not have as it's goal to get rid of PFAS.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 11:41:56No Duplicates.



Comment 47 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: mattLast Name: theobaldEmail Address: matt.theobald@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Chrome and Safe OperationComment:Please consider the facts regarding going after the decorate chromeplating industry, the impact of moving the business out of thestate is just moving the problem.

I work in industries where challenging chemistry is often aproblem, I would rather see the business and processes stay in astate where people are motivated to operate and control themsafely, rather than have the shipped outside where others may notoperate so safely. 

The need for decorative chrome will remain, please keep it in astate where there is motivation to operate it safely.

-Matt TheobaldAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 12:40:34No Duplicates.



Comment 48 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: AlbertLast Name: Ybarra Jr. Email Address: 805dicos@gmail.comAffiliation: Sherms Custom Plating Subject: Chrome Ban in CaliforniaComment:My name is Albert Ybarra Jr. I am a second generation polisher atSherm's Custom Plating in Sacramento. I starting working at Sherm'sright out of high school. I am now 38 years old. I was able topurchase my home when I was 25 years old due to the steadyemployment and how hard I have worked in my career. I am now theshops foreman and on track to be apart of the ownership group. Bytaking away chrome not only will you be taking away my job, but myfathers job as well. I pride myself in what I do for the automotiveindustry and it shows in the quality product our facility puts out.We also take pride in the cleanliness of our facility. Please giveus an emissions standard that we can meet and don't ban chrome alltogether. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 13:25:29No Duplicates.



Comment 49 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JerryLast Name: DesmondEmail Address: jerry@desmondlobbyfirm.comAffiliation: Desmond & Desmond LLCSubject: CARB CrVI ATCM UpdateComment:Comments of the Metal Finishing Association of Northern California,Metal Finishing Association of Southern California, and NationalAssociation for Surface Finishing.Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/56-chromeatcm2023-VjUGYQNwBDVXDglq.pdf'Original File Name: CARB CrVI ATCM Letter 1-16-23.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 14:56:06No Duplicates.



Comment 50 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: CARLOLast Name: SPARTANOEmail Address: CSPARTANO@COMPLETECOACH.COMAffiliation: complete coach worksSubject: WE NEED CHROME PLATINGComment:THE AMOUNT OF ACTUAL HEX CHROME USED ON OUR PRODUCT LINE IS MINIMALBUT NECARRY .THE SMALL AMOUNT OF CHROME IS NOT CAUSING HARM TO OURENVIRRONMENT LIKE DIESEL FUEL AIRCRAFT FUEL CONCRETE GRINDING ANDCUTTING --WE NNEED CHROME PLATINGAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 15:28:21No Duplicates.



Comment 51 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: CathyLast Name: AttermanEmail Address: la_design@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: Subject: CARBComment:We have been in the promotional marketing industry as a supplierand manufacturer for more than 25 yrs. We have made plenty ofjewelry and other small promotional items doing business withGeneral/Brite Plating in LA County.
The amount of Chrome/Hexavalent Chrome use on these products doesnot represent enough of a percentage to cause any harm airborne orin contact to skin to warrant a ban. There have been enough propsand other guidelines placed in this industry that are beingfollowed to protect the people.  I have never had a complaint froma client regarding this type of plating. There are very few platingcompanies left for manufacturers to source out for platingprocesses, please don't take away more jobs and more smallbusiness.  There are other more important airborne causing illnesslike aircraft fuel, diesel fuel to name a couple.  Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 15:29:35No Duplicates.



Comment 52 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JaniceLast Name: StewartEmail Address: janice@henrispecialties.comAffiliation: Subject: ALLOW Chromium Electroplating and Acid Anodizing OperationsComment:This will kill a lot of our business as many hotels want specialfinishes and this is the only way to give them what they designedand want.  We will have to go to China to get this done so theregoes more work oversees instead of our own state! SMALL BUSINESSWILL LOSE OUT!!!Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 15:47:52No Duplicates.



Comment 53 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: Angelica Last Name: VargasEmail Address: Angelicavrda@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Keep Chrome in California Comment:Hello my name is Angelica Vargas, 
I'm writing this petition to aid in the support to keep the chromeIndustry. My husband has been an employee of Sherms Custom Platingfor 20 plus years along with 12 others who are Fathers, Husbands,Grandfathers and the main household providers for their families.My husband has been able to give it his all, working long hours insomething that not only makes a living doing but also is hispassion. This career has given us a future to continue to own ourown home, send our children to college and continue to live in thestate of California. Thank you Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 17:22:07No Duplicates.



Comment 54 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: David Last Name: Martinez Email Address: Davidamartinez77@gmail.com Affiliation: Subject: Chrome plating Comment:I have never seen a more regulated industry than that of theplating industry. And it's  not just for the automotive industry.It's also for the art industry and home decor industry. Baning thistype of industry is just going to drive out more of the fleeingcitizens out of California. And another historical industry gone. 
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 18:03:26No Duplicates.



Comment 55 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: RandallLast Name: EldridgeEmail Address: randy@ldlgc.comAffiliation: General ContractingSubject: User of Chrome Plated Products- Do Not BanComment:Please sirs, I urge you to consider how much actual base materialsare used for this type of plating--not much. I would ask that youturn to look and spend more time and resources on larger useproducts/particulates that are harmful but in large scale such arediesel fuel waste, spills and mishandling and also dust particulatein out air from concrete cutting etc. 

Thank you in advance,
Randall EldridgeAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 18:17:02No Duplicates.



Comment 56 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: ChrisLast Name: ScaranoEmail Address: chris@leferforge.comAffiliation: Subject: PleaseComment:Please consider that the amount of actual Hex chrome used on ourproduct line is minimal but necessary.  The small amount of chromeis not causing harm to our environment like diesel fuel, aircraftfuel and Concrete cutting and grinding. Thank you!Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 19:32:01No Duplicates.



Comment 57 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Source Test FrequencyComment:The requirement to source test pollution control systems very twoyears is unnecessary and extremely costly. It is unnecessarybecause ongoing compliance with Rule 1469 requires ongoingmonitoring of control system parameters such as pressure drops andslot velocities and documented maintenance practices. Districtenforcement of these rule elements assures there is not a need forsource testing frequency greater than every ten years.  CARB'srequirement to test every two years is unreasonable. 

If there is data that supports the need for testing frequency lessthan 10 years, CARB should present it. Even the current SC AQMDrequirement is too frequent. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 07:52:12No Duplicates.



Comment 58 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: RebeccaLast Name: Overmyer-VelazquezEmail Address: rebecca@cleanaircoalition.orgAffiliation: Clean Air Coalition of North Whittier anSubject: Switch to trivalent chromium!Comment:I ask that you finally take action to end the practice of boilinghighly toxic
metals near the places our children attend school, near ourchurches, near our local business, and next to the neighborhoodswhere we live, work, play, and pray. Over half the chrome platersin California are near a school, church, or neighborhood.

Switching to trivalent chromium has the benefit of not onlysignificantly reducing the toxic emissions of one of the mostdangerous chemicals known into our communities, but facilitiesusing trivalent chromium avoid having to use toxic PFAS-based fumesuppressants as well. 

Please take this important action in the Chrome Plating ATCM now,to gain early reductions in the many communities affected by thedecorative chrome platers, and to commit to early action to switchboth the anodizer and hard chrome platers away from hexavalentchromium as soon as
feasible alternatives can be identified. 

Thank you for your commitment to protecting the health andwell-being of our most impacted communities and your continuedpublic service.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 08:32:29No Duplicates.



Comment 59 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JamesLast Name: SimonelliEmail Address: james@metalscoalition.comAffiliation: California Metals CoalitionSubject: Comments on ATCM (California Metals Coalition)Comment:Thank you for allowing us to provide comments.  JamesAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/66-chromeatcm2023-R3VdKwNwBDhWMm0D.pdf'Original File Name: CMC_Comments_Jan2023_CARB_ATCM_Cr6.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 11:36:14No Duplicates.



Comment 60 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: EvetteLast Name: HolmanEmail Address: evettebeckwith@yahoo.comAffiliation: Subject: ChromeComment:I am married to a decorative chrome plater here in California and Idon't understand why CARB is unwilling to work with this industry.The regulations are stricter here than any other state. My husbandruns a very clean operation in Sacramento, and it is monitored frommultiple agencies to protect workers and public health.
How are we going to support ourselves not to mention his employees?You can't just move a Chrome plating shop, it takes lots of assetswhich quite frankly are not available. I would also question ifwhat you are proposing is even legal? how you can ban the smallestusers of chrome while allowing larger companies to operate seemsunfair.  Please reevaluate this rule before it does more damage tojobs in California. 
Thank youAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-16 14:01:45No Duplicates.



Comment 61 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JamesLast Name: PessyEmail Address: artdecod@aol.comAffiliation: Art Deco Decor incSubject: Chrome Plating Comment:Please Note ;  We need Chrome plating for a lot of the LightingFixtures that we manufacture now and in the future . I understandthat there is very little of Chrome actually used . There are lotsof other chemicals other companies that are much worse for theenvironment .
            By  James Pessy  Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 11:59:56No Duplicates.



Comment 62 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: CarlLast Name: TroncaleEmail Address: carl@caltronplating.comAffiliation: Subject: hex chromeComment:To: CARB

 I'm writing to share my opinion regarding the hexavalent chromeban. Trivalent chrome does not have all the same properties as hexchrome. Color is one. The sulfate process has a better color, butyou don't get the corrosion protection. the chloride process canresemble stainless steel in color. It is very important to ourcustomer base that the color is right. We will lose customers. Theywill go to Az, Texas and Mexico first. I've already had theconversation with several of them.
I too wanting to protect the environment like everyone else, butthis doesn't make sense to me.  It seems to me that all were doingis exporting the process to another state or country. We have spentover $100,00 dollars to control our emissions here and were a smallcompany.  I did not mind doing that and it really made adifference.  Our Chrome emissions with the use of a Hepa filter areextremely low. I truly believe we will lose half if not more of ourcustomers if this happens. We have been in business 62 years withmany employees that have been here 35 to 50 years. Everyone hasbeen health too.

Thank you for your consideration.

Carl Troncale, PresidentAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 12:29:44No Duplicates.



Comment 63 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: RayLast Name: LucasEmail Address: ray@valleychrome.comAffiliation: MFANCSubject: Hex Chrome BanComment:Ladies and gentlemen,

There is no good reason to destroy an industry when you have thealternative in rule 1469. I have already switched to TrivalentChromium for my processes but it took years and hundreds ofthousands of dollars. It does work in my case but anyone doingcustom restoration work cannot use it. Since our industrycontributes far less than 1 % of the emissions in California thisrule makes no sense. I think you are kowtowing to the environmentalcoalitions for no good reason other than it is politically correct.Please do the right thing and change this from a ban to a rule thatmirrors Southern Cal rule 1469. Don't kill off this vital industryfor no good reason.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 13:11:36No Duplicates.



Comment 64 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: AlbertLast Name: Ybarra Sr. Email Address: aychrome66@yahoo.comAffiliation: Sherms Custom PlatingSubject: Ban on Hex Chrome Comment:My name is Albert Ybarra. I work for Sherm's Custom Plating inSacramento. I have been in the chrome plating field for 38 years. Ilove my job. I have a family and grand kids who depending on me. Ifyou decided to close the plating industry down you will be taking alot of peoples jobs. Please do a little bit more study and researchbefore you try to close down the industry. 
Sincerely, 
Albert Ybarra Sr. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 13:24:49No Duplicates.



Comment 65 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: Dustin Last Name: BerryEmail Address: dberry@teikuro.comAffiliation: Teikuro Corp. Subject: Chrome platingComment:Chrome plating is an essential part of manufacturing. Without thebenefits of chrome plating and many other "toxic" surface coatingsthere are a multitude of products whose life would be significantlyreduced. The impact of which would have an unmeasurable effect onthe environment. The production of raw materials used in themanufacturing of everyday items and the tooling used to make theseitems would increase dramatically. The idea of banning chromeplating to improve on air quality or for other environmentalreasons is completely backwards. Before making such drasticdecisions we should look at the direct and indirect consequencesthey will have. There are far too many industries that rely onsurface coatings like chrome plating. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 12:53:36No Duplicates.



Comment 66 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: CynthiaLast Name: BabichEmail Address: delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com Affiliation: Del Amo Action CommitteeSubject: Hex Chrome RuleComment:Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/73-chromeatcm2023-WzhWMVUmADELZVcy.pdf'Original File Name: CARBHexChromeRule12023.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 14:03:52No Duplicates.



Comment 67 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Unemployment is unhealthy and is a Social Justice issueComment:Closing chrome facilities to move them out of state will causeworse health outcomes due to unemployment than chrome platingcauses. 

See: 

Centers for Disease Control. NIOSH Study Examines Relationshipbetween Employment Status, Healthcare Access, and Health Outcomes
https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/updates/upd-11-18-21.html#:~:text=%E2%80%9CEmployment%20is%20a%20social%20determinant,health%20outcomes%2C%E2%80%9D%20said%20Silver.

National Institute of Health. Job Loss and Health in the U.S. LaborMarket 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2831278/

There is a link between job loss, alcoholism, drug abuse, andhomelessness. It impacts people in every community but particularlysocial justice communities. This CARB rulemaking will worsenconditions in the communities CARB is trying to help. Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 14:03:19No Duplicates.



Comment 68 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: MelissaLast Name: LopezEmail Address: melissal@royalcustomdesigns.comAffiliation: ROYAL CUSTOM DESIGNSSubject: Chrome PlatingComment:CARB please consider that the amount of actual Hex chrome used onyour product line is minimal but necessary. Mention that the smallamount of chrome is not causing harm to our environment like dieselfuel, aircraft fuel and Concrete cutting and grinding.
We need Chrome PlatingAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 14:22:45No Duplicates.



Comment 69 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Restriction of PermitsComment:My public comments about "ban"s should also be read in the contextthat any restriction of new and/or changes to permits is equivalentto a "ban".

Changes to hex chrome plating processes made by authorities in thecontext of FAA approved repairs (e.g...DER, CMM, OHM, AMS, SOPM,etc..) which require the establishment of new tanks, or changes toexisting tank chemistries, temperatures, and methods should not bedis-allowed by CARB when the facility has the appropriate controlsin place or agrees to put them in place concurrent with the new orchanged process. This is an Air Safety issue under the purview ofthe US Department of Transportation.


Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 15:24:08No Duplicates.



Comment 70 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimenaLast Name: Diaz LeivaEmail Address: jimena@ceh.orgAffiliation: Center for Environmental HealthSubject: re. Proposed Amendments to ATCM for Chromium PlatingComment:Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/77-chromeatcm2023-BWZcO1UmBzYGXwZl.pdf'Original File Name: CARB Comment Letter Hex Chrome 01_17.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 16:22:40No Duplicates.



Comment 71 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: AnnaLast Name: ByrdEmail Address: anna.osr@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Support chrome platingComment:All, 
Recently, the California Air Resources Board proposed newregulations regarding the use of chromium plating in the metalfinishing industry. In addition to their already strictenvironmental ordinances, these new guidelines will phase out hardchrome and chromic acid anodizing in the state of California.

According to the President of the Metal Finishing Associations ofSouthern California, these regulations will likely cause a severedecline in the California metal finishing industry. They will alsorequire industrial producers to seek chrome plating services out ofstate. Aerospace and defense, the industrial, medical, automotive,and many other essential industries rely on the chromium platingprocess. We cant afford to lose industry in California andnecessary chrome plating processes cant be replaced. I ask CARB tofind the middle ground with the industry

In late April, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) proposedthe following deadlines for the implementation of new regulationsregarding hexavalent chromium plating:

Dec. 21, 2021 - A halt on the development of any new chromic acidanodizing or hexavalent hard or decorative chromium electroplatingfacilities
Jan. 1, 2023 - Final date for all existing decorative hexavalentchromium electroplating to transition to trivalent chromium
Jan. 1, 2027 - Final date for all existing hard hexavalent chromiumto transition to trivalent chromium plating
Jan. 1, 2032 - Effective date for the ban of all existing chromicacid anodizing
In order to better understand hexavalent chromium emission sources,the CARB will be conducting site visits, facility-specific surveys,emissions source testing, and ambient monitoring in and aroundexisting plating facilities. This data collection will then serveto prioritize emissions reduction strategies.

While decorative applications will be the first affected by the newregulations, functional applications are next. Many customers willnot be open to the use of alternative methods. As of now, there isno indication that hard chrome and chromic acid anodizing arereplaceable processes.

Chrome plating is a process used in aerospace, defense, and manyother industries to improve metal parts. It offers many beneficialproperties that are valuable to these industries. For example,aviation manufacturers use chrome plating to improve theatmospheric corrosion resistance of metal parts and preventdangerous, mid-op failures of critical equipment. Chrome platingalso:
Reduces friction, Improves durability, Reduces seizing & Resistsoxidation and corrosion. In addition, chrome plating can be used asbulking material to restore the original dimensions of metalcomponents without compromising their integrity. Please considerthis in your decisions. ThanksAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 16:45:36No Duplicates.



Comment 72 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: WesleyLast Name: TurnbowEmail Address: wturnbow@emeplating.comAffiliation: EME, Inc.Subject: Pollution Controls Work! They stop hexavalent chrome in its tracks.Comment:Hello CARB Members:

I wanted to send you proof of the effectiveness of source controlswhen it comes to hexavalent chromium emissions. I have attached theExcel version to make it easy for your team to check formulas.

The South Coast AQMD monitored our facility fence line to fenceline for 9 months. The attached data was pulled from their website.The fence line monitors where within 20 feet of our buildings, andour chromic acid anodize tank and spray booths were directly inbetween, as the prevailing winds blow. And the winds off of theocean are fairly predictable. EME, Inc. was one of the first, ifnot the first, to place pollution controls on our chromic acidtank. That tank and the paint booths are fitted with HEPAfiltration. 

Note that the difference between the monitors is 0.00 nanogramswhen the one significantly test result is thrown out (it is lessthan a quarter of a nanogram even with that anomaly). The fact thatthere are low amounts of hexavalent chromium in the monitors atmost times is because the Alameda Train Corridor and Alameda Ave (alarge thoroughfare) are just downwind from our facility.

Bans are not the way to go! When it comes to hexavalent chromium,source controls have done the job effectively for years.  

Best regards,

Wesley Turnbow
E. M. E., Inc. 
431 E. Oaks Street
Compton, CA 90221
(323) 717-7871 mobileAttachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/79-chromeatcm2023-AGVROgdjWVUFa1cy.pdf'Original File Name: EME Hexavalent Chromium Monitoring 2017-2018.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 16:57:35No Duplicates.



Comment 73 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: A question for the CARB BoardComment:Considering that CARB is expert in pollution control methods andchrome platers are experts in chrome plating, how is it possiblefor CARB to imagine that a replacement technology for hardhexavalent chrome plating will emerge by 2039 , but CARB is notable to imagine an improvement in hex chrome pollution controlmethods over the same period? Only a ban will suffice. 

By virtue of this non-emission based proposal, CARB has explicitlyassumed that they will make no improvements in pollution controlmethods for the next 16 years. If I was a member of CARB stafffocused on improving pollution control methods, I would find thisvery de-motivating. If I was granting budget to CARB to makeimprovements in pollution control methods, I would slash thebudget. But, what will the CARB Board do?
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 19:16:17No Duplicates.



Comment 74 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Next Up? The 99%Comment:Imagine that the CARB Board approves this non-emission based ATCM. The EJ's can run a victory lap and 1% of the hex chrome problemwill be solved in 2039. But what about the 99% of hex chromeemitters still out there. CARB will now be in a position whereinthey have discredited the best available control technologies fordealing with Hex Chrome. HEPA filtration isn't adequate anymore andsince 99% of the problem is still there, the EJ's won't besatisfied (unless this was just an isolated witch hunt). The EJ'swill demand action and eventually, CARB will need to acknowledgethat hex chrome emission do come from the manufacture, use of, anddestruction of cement and concrete; that the working of stainlesssteels including welding and machining cause hex chrome emissions;that even electric vehicles need brakes. What then CARB? You willneed a list of imagined replacement technologies to use as excusesfor banning cement, stainless steel, and coatings. Is that evenachievable? There are practical people and independent thinkers inyour organization, they know the reality of the world we live inand while we would all like things to be better, we must focus onthe things that are achievable if we are to make progress. We arenot going to stop construction of buildings, roads, and vehiclesand CARB will not have the political power to ban them. The onlyalternative is to eventually be honest with the EJ's and show themthat the numbers and science don't support the fear that has beencreated. That the politicians who benefit from the fears aremanipulators. That other risks are far more powerful in our lives.If CARB can't be honest, you will no longer be a science focusedorganization. Perceptions of CARB will continue the shift frombeing science based to being politics based. Is that what CARBwants?Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 19:22:25No Duplicates.



Comment 75 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Local vs StatewideComment:According to the health risk data published with this ruleproposal, proximity is a major factor in risk. The EJ's say thereare local problems in some Southern California communities. Theyare asking for solutions. CARB's proposal completely misses thelocal nature of the stated problems and imposes a non-localstatewide rule and a statewide ban. Make the whole class stay infor recess when Jeff doesn't get his homework done. This iscompletely opposite the intent of AB 617 which asks CARB to placeemphasis on the needs of local communities. I don't get it.

There is no relief from the ban granted to platers in communitieswith no residents. There is no relief granted to platers who arenot near schools. It is especially curious that there is noprovision to allow new permits in areas away from EJ communitiesand residents so that the platers the EJ community wants out, wouldhave an in-state alternative place to go. A win-win. CARB is notproviding a reasonable method for well-intentioned, law-abidingbusinesses to exist. Why?
Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 19:35:24No Duplicates.



Comment 76 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: MarkLast Name: HymanEmail Address: mark.hyman@alliance-finishing.comAffiliation: Alliance Finishing & MfgSubject: Public CommentComment:Dear Board Members,
Your proposed banning of Hex Chrome by 2025 in ill founded basedupon complete ignorance of the sources and the quantities of chromeassociated with those sources.  Platers have complied many timesover with proper science of filtration, wastewater treatment,worker training and PPE to make sure that both the employees andthe public are properly protected.  The amount of chrome emissionsis minor ( less than 3 Lbs) compared to vloumes of pollutantsemitted by diesel combustion, the cutting of concrete, or chromeemissions associated with aviation fuels.  The services that thechrome platers provided, be it decorative or functional coatingsallow a multitude of industries to meet their engineering and/oraesthetic requirements at a cost that allow jobs to be maintainedin California and provides a standard of living to for thoserespective  industries and their employees.  I realize thatbusiness do not vote, people do and a polkitical body MUST applyand listen to science rather than hysteria, rhetoric, and biases. If not, we the people would still think that the Earth is fat andthe planets revolve around the Earth instead of the sun as theCatholic church promulgated in the face of Copernicus's theories. Please do not make the same mistake in legislating out the minorchrome emissions of plating industry and at the same time byturning a blind political eye away from the larger chrome emittingsources because the political and economic fallout from thosesources will be a much longer and arduous legal fight by wellfunded, politically connected industries. It's much easier toattack the smaller industry because political bodies need ascapegoat to continue to prove to its constituents that they aredoing right for them.  However, when politics negates the sciencethat shows which industries are the larger polluters in favor ofgoing after the low hanging fruit ( e.g. Platers) to "showprogress." Let's all be thankful that we all know that the Earth isNOT flat, and that the truth of science continues to prove time andtime again that political agenda quite often wants us thinkotherwise.  This is exactly what's going on by NOT legislatingsignificant reductions in the chrome emissions of the largersources, that would much better protect the health of us all, Going after the plating industry will have no appreciable benefitof improvement in our health and the science continues to prove itover and over.  Thank you, Mark Hyman, PhDAttachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 18:59:24No Duplicates.



Comment 77 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Is this really about PFAS/PFOS?Comment:There are California chrome platers who have never used PFAS/PFOSfume suppressants.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 19:40:58No Duplicates.



Comment 78 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: MichaelLast Name: LanesEmail Address: stayinlanes@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Necessity for Chromium Playing Comment:Chromium plating is necessary for the defence of the United Statesof America.  There are currently no substitutes for thistechnology.  The best and most responsible place on the planetearth is to plate Chromium is the state of California where theregulations are the most strict.  Preventing Chromium plating inCalifornia will lead to greater pollution and impact on theenvironment by moving the process to countries and locations thatwill be subject to less regulation and responsible serviceproviders.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 20:05:48No Duplicates.



Comment 79 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: BradLast Name: KerrEmail Address: brad@mileschemical.comAffiliation: Subject: Demise of Chromium ElectroplatingComment:To whom it concerns....There is no good reason to destroy anindustry when you have an alternative in rule 1469. If CARBSalternative is implemented the repercussion can affect many jobs inCalifornia and the beginning of the end to the aerospace industryin Southern California. 

Having been in this industry for nearly forty years I have seen theworst and best of chrome electroplating.  Honestly I can say theworst is behind us with restrictions and controls that werewarranted, but that change began many years ago.  Today ourindustry is tightly regulated, to the point chromic acid omissionshave a negligible impact on our air quality or our environment ingeneral.  Lack of documentation of detrimental affects ofhexavalent chromium with the restrictions in place today is reallyalarming.  It is to the point of overkill and the impact can besubstantial.

The demise of decorative hexavalent chrome plating will impact ourmanufacturing industry and actually create other forms ofpollution.  Just consider the cost of companies to send partsacross our border to other States and Mexico.  The pollutioncreated to transport the parts is likely worse.  Consider the costto companies that will have to relocate for surely they won't beable to compete with sending parts out of our state.

Then you attach the Aerospace industry which is the heart of SoCalmanufacturing.  Chromic anodize, hard chrome plating are criticalto this industry.  It will drive these companies out of our stateto areas that would welcome our jobs.  Even if the technologyexisted the aerospace industry literally takes decades to approveand change process.  But again why put our industry through so muchanxiety when there isn't documentation that todays standardsactually are detrimental to our environment.  Save jobs and trulyunderstand that ruling against hexavalent chromium electroplatingis the beginning of over regulation that will force so many typesof manufacturing out of our state or country.

Brad Kerr



Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 22:33:13No Duplicates.



Comment 80 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: EdLast Name: AppletonEmail Address: edd@thechromeplace.comAffiliation: Subject: TRIVALENT CHROME IS NOT AN ALTERNATIVE – YETComment:Granted, decorative trivalent chrome has improved over the yearsand may be suitable for some applications.  

HOWEVER...
The motorcycle and automotive industry, in which we serve, is notonly decorative but needs to be functional as well.  The chromeplated finish needs to have both that beautiful appearance and alsobe able to withstand the effects of the environment.

The two types of trivalent chrome that are available do not providethe characteristics required for both the aesthetic andanti-corrosive properties in comparison to hexavalent chrome.

The trivalent chrome that looks closer to the hexavalent chromedoes not have the anti-corrosive properties and durability whilethe other one that has better anti-corrosive properties but doesnot have the aesthetic appearance.   

Neither one of these "alternatives" will serve our customer'sneeds... 

Banning hexavalent chrome is not the answer !!!

- Customers and revenue will be driven to other states.
- Businesses, such as ours that strictly serves this clientele,will close and jobs will be lost.
- Banning hexavalent chrome in California will not protect theenvironment, it will actually increase the overall environmentaldamage due to looser environmental standards in other states.

There needs to be a balance...

The implementation of proven measures throughout California thathave been established in cooperation between the agencies andindustry, such as SCAQMD Rule 1469, would provide responsiblestewardship of the environment, health standards and businesses.

Therefore, we do not need to eliminate an entire industry thatprovides beneficial products and services to many companies andconsumers in addition to providing thousands of jobs within theState of California.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.Attachment: ''Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 22:44:22No Duplicates.



Comment 81 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 45 Day.First Name: Jane Last Name: WilliamsEmail Address: Dcapjane@aol.comAffiliation: California Communities Against ToxicsSubject: Chrome PlatersComment:Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/13-areades22-WmgGMFJhUzNWfQIy.docx'Original File Name: 2023-01 CARB Hex Chrome ATCM Letter copy.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-17 16:39:39No Duplicates.



Comment 1 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: Florence Last Name: Gharibian Email Address: florencegharibian@yahoo.comAffiliation: Del Amo Action CommitteeSubject: Comments on Hexalvalent Chrome RuleComment:Comment uploaded by CARB Staff on behalf of Florence Gharibian.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/91-chromeatcm2023-UzBVMlwvBTQAbgls.pdfOriginal File Name: CARBHexChromeRule12023.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-26 08:52:03No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: CharlesLast Name: LozierEmail Address: cclklozier1@att.netAffiliation: Subject: Hex chromeComment:Comment uploaded by CARB Staff on behalf of Charles Lozier.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/93-chromeatcm2023-Vj4HZFUsBAgLbglh.pdfOriginal File Name: Hex chrome.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-26 09:53:58No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: ScottLast Name: HenningsenEmail Address: hms.scotth@gmail.comAffiliation: Henningsen Machine ShopSubject: Hexavalent Chromium Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM)Comment:Comment uploaded by CARB Staff on behalf of Scott Henningsen.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/94-chromeatcm2023-Vj5QM1cuAzFVJQFg.pdfOriginal File Name: HexavalentChromiumATCM.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-26 11:48:51No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: JeffLast Name: HannapelEmail Address: jhannapel@thepolicygroup.comAffiliation: Subject: NASF Comments on Proposed Amendments to ATCM for Chromium Plating and AnodizingComment:Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/95-chromeatcm2023-AmxTNFYkU2YKU1U2.pdfOriginal File Name: NASF Comments on CARB Hex Chrome Rule January 2023.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-27 08:22:16No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: ArtLast Name: HolmanEmail Address: art@shermsplating.comAffiliation: Subject: CommentComment:Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/98-chromeatcm2023-VTRUIAB1BD8BaANv.pdfOriginal File Name: artholman.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-27 08:33:32No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: BryanLast Name: LeikerEmail Address: bleiker@klanodizing.comAffiliation: Subject: CommentComment:Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/99-chromeatcm2023-WzcGZVE5WWFSMQR2.pdfOriginal File Name: leiker.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-27 09:13:35No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Cal EnviroScore areasComment:If an area is recognized in the CalEnviroScore database as nothaving residents and therefore has no score then hex chrome platingshould not be banned or phased out in that area. Hex chrome platingis necessary and these types of areas are ideal for locating hexchrome businesses. Why send work out of state and to Mexico whenthere is an in-state alternative? Amend the proposed ATCM to carveout areas with no residential populations and allow hex chromeplating in those areas. It is necessary. 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-27 09:52:21No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: KeatonLast Name: CurranEmail Address: Keaton.Curran@MacDermidEnthone.comAffiliation: MacDermid Enthone - Global Chemical SuppSubject: From a Global Supplier of Plating Solutions Comment:Hello to all it may address,

My name is Keaton Curran. I am a product management specialist fordecorative finishes and plating on plastic at MacDermid Enthone, aglobal chemical supplier of plating solutions.

As a global supplier we share in the many woes and goals ofregulators, OEMs, and our customers -the chrome applicators - thatimpact and guide this great industry. The goals and woes that weare here discussing today, the elimination of hexavalent chrome, isone we have listened to and made strides with at all levels ofimpact on this industry. Our teams around the globe have calledupon and listened to applicators, OEMs, and regulating bodies toguide our product offerings and market direction well into thefuture.   Today, we recognize and share with many across theindustry the goal to offer sustainable solutions and meet ourcustomer needs.

These sustainable alternatives technologies are growing andimproved upon each and everyday as we commit to these goals butalso these alternatives have carried many hurdles for the industryto adopt.

In the Decorative segment, a sustainable alternative solution weoffer is Trivalent Chrome. Today, Trivalent Chrome with the newestgenerations can offer matching colors, new colors, leadingcorrosion resistance, and exceptional uniformity of deposits. Butit's not as simple as pumping out hexavalent chrome tank, scrubbingdown the line, and pumping in Trivalent Chrome. Applicators mustadopt new equipment, train on new analyses, implement newmaintenance techniques, finalize local and regional permits, testand market to current or new customers, and of course have thespace available, time, and financial capital to complete thetransition.

New technologies in Plating on Plastics eliminating HexavalentEtchants from the Plating on Plastics segments are also growingacceptance into the industry. The fully Chrome-Free alternativeshave taken foot largely due to Automotive OEM commitments tosustainability and expansion into new end use industries such asaerospace and electronics but these technologies too have highhurdles and high financial costs to implement. Many applicators inPlating on Plastics will be required to construct or rebuild up tohalf of their existing manufacturing line to implement thesealternatives technologies. This will incur vast costs, well abovethe presented estimates by CARB, for line construction, testing,implementation, permitting, and lost production time duringinstallation. 

OEMs and their Tier level customers share in these many hurdles asthe risk to ensure retesting, re-PPAPing, and approvals are metwithout interrupting the delicate supply chain this Industryoperates on.

Functional Hard Chrome applications eliminating hexavalent chromeare not in our opinion industrially available today and any viabletechnology are still years away. The development and adoption ofsuch technology will require extensive time and resources toachieve a hexavalent chrome free industry.

As we step forward towards these goals and through the many hurdlesour teams at MacDermid Enthone ask with great magnitude to ensurefully adequate funding and reasonable timeliness for applicatorsand their customers to step firmly into these alternativetechnologies.

Thank you for your time, and please accept our open hand ofsupport, to everyone here today, to discuss any and all alternativetechnologies we offer.

Keaton Curran 
Keaton.curran@macdermidenthone.com 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-27 09:46:44No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: BrettLast Name: TroncaleEmail Address: brett@caltronplating.comAffiliation: Cal-Tron Plating Inc.Subject: Metal finishing Comment:I'm third generation in the plating business following my fatherand grandfather. This is what we know, this is what we havededicated our life to. We follow all rules and regulations and willcontinue to. We would much rather be regulated then shut down.Please allow my son to be able to be 4th generation in thisindustry in beautiful California. Our family business supports over160 employee family members that will be hurt by this. A Quote fromone of our state inspectors "at least here I can walk in at anytime and test admission and ensure regulations are followed, ifbanned in CA most companies will go to Mexico where it will not beregulated like it is here. It most likely will get much worst". Wewant to stay in business, we want to offer our services to allindustries, we want to follow regulations, we want a safeCalifornia. We can work together and solve this without bans. Thankyou.  Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-27 09:55:01No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: Clayton Last Name: JamesEmail Address: cfjames@rmking.comAffiliation: King Industrial Hard Chrome Subject: Hex Chrome BanComment:Hello my name is Clayton James and I am the facility manager ofKing Industrial Hard Chrome located in Fresno, CA. We are a smallcompany with only 2 employees, but the work that these twoemployees process affects the whole world including you if you ownanything made with cotton. That's what we do is manufacture andChrome plate cotton picker spindles. We sell and ship these partsall over the world to be used in cotton pickers. 
We utilize closed tanks with merlin covers and edd filters and ouremissions are far lower than the current regulations require. Thecurrent regulations limit our emissions to be lower .015mg per amphour. Our tanks actual emissions are 0.0000058 m/g per amp hour.Our facility total emissions for last year were 12.46mg our totallimit allowed is 18,000mg. We choose to to keep our emissions lowwe take great pride in running a clean shop and keeping ouremployees safe. The only other companies that manufacture and hardChrome plate cotton picker spindles are located in China.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-27 10:35:56No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: CarolineLast Name: OEmail Address: caroline.orija@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Proposed Amendments to the Airborne Toxic Control Measure for ChromiumComment:Many communities around California are overburdened by hexavalentchromium, as the slides shown today have demonstrated. 
The use of these toxic chemicals can cause serious health problemsfor workers and local residents alike. 
Switching to trivalent chromium has the benefit of not onlysignificantly reducing the toxic emissions of one of the mostdangerous chemicals known in our communities but facilities usingtrivalent chromium avoid having to use other toxic fumesuppressants as well.
Respectfully I, urge the board to take this important action in theChrome Plating ATCM now, to gain early reductions in the manycommunities affected by the decorative chrome platers.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-27 10:59:25No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: WesleyLast Name: TurnbowEmail Address: wturnbow@emeplating.comAffiliation: Subject: CommentComment:Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/106-chromeatcm2023-AnYFdlEiUWwHY1U6.pdfOriginal File Name: turnbow.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-27 11:04:16No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: JaimeLast Name: LopezEmail Address: jaimeilo@usc.eduAffiliation: University of Southern CaliforniaSubject: Ban Hex ChromeComment:I am a resident in Paramount, CA and a doctoral candidate at theUniversity of California focusing on environmental justice issuesin Southeast Los Angeles.  I hope everyone can acknowledge thatthere is gross imbalance between those in attendance being paid toadvocate for industry and virtually all of the disadvantageresidents who live in the more than 100 environmental justicecommunities in CA who can't be here today.  Many vulnerablecommunity members do not have the capacity or awareness to yetfully understand the environmental harms that CARB is trying toprotect them from, and they also may not have the luxury of anemployer to pay for their attendance today.

Many statements made in support of industry fail to presentarguments that indicate they've thought about environmental justicebeyond their own self-serving perspectives and individualidentifications such as, "I've been working at this company for Xnumber of years", "I like my job" "I'm good at my job", "I'm xyears old and still healthy and alive", etc. etc.   It is clearfrom many of the statements today that environmental justice notunderstood within a larger societal context.   

It is also tragic that employees are being paraded today on behalfof industry to downplay the harmful environmental conditions thatenvironmental justice scholars and scientists have identified fordecades. 

Frontline communities are at the real victims here, and thank youCARB for standing up for those who can't speak for themselvestoday.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-27 11:49:54No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: AmyLast Name: KyleEmail Address: amydkyle@berkeley.eduAffiliation: Subject: CommentComment:Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/108-chromeatcm2023-AGECaVEpUmoGeQNv.pdfOriginal File Name: amykyle.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-27 12:35:17No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: AnthonyLast Name: RendonEmail Address: Non-web submitted commentAffiliation: Subject: CommentComment:Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/109-chromeatcm2023-AnFQNwFyWSRWIANn.pdfOriginal File Name: sar.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-01-27 12:36:30No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: AlanLast Name: OlickEmail Address: alan@generalbrite.comAffiliation: General BriteSubject: Chrome Plating ATCMComment:See attached for written comment submitted at the May 25, 2023,Board Hearing.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/446-chromeatcm2023-UjMFbwRkVWhXPlQ4.pdfOriginal File Name: AlanOlick.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-25 08:52:45No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: CARMENLast Name: CAMPBELLEmail Address: reception@anaplexcorp.comAffiliation: Subject: Ban of Hex chrome ruleComment:Dear Board,
On behalf of the employee owners in the city of Paramount we wouldlike to request a true consideration on this rule based on actualscience and not on the assumption and speculations that have notrue data to back up the actual risks. AQMD worked tirelessly withthe metal finishers to meet and lower any emissions deemed a highrisk, with their work and education in the industry, we metalfinishers have invested hundreds of thousands of dollars tomaintain and lower our emissions to the community to nearly 0. Weare the community! We are the economy that drives these communitiesconsidered disadvantaged. Thank you for your time andconsideration. Let's work together and not alone in getting theenvironment better for all. Please remember this industry isESSENTIAL!!

Regulate and not BAN!!!!!Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-25 09:51:08No Duplicates.



Comment 18 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: CynthiaLast Name: BabichEmail Address: delamoactioncommittee@gmail.comAffiliation: Subject: Adoption for Chrome RuleComment:We support the long overdue adoption of a chrome rule that protectspeople.  We urge you to also adopt strict monitoring as the phaseout is implemented.
This rule will not only save lives but also enhances the quality oflife around these facilities.  Unfortunately it will not bring backthe lives lost.  Shinny bobbles should never outweigh communityhealth and life.
Adopt TODAY
Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator of the Los Angeles Environmental Justice NetworkAttachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-25 10:29:40No Duplicates.



Comment 19 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: BillLast Name: FeltsEmail Address: mjbchromeshop@yahoo.comAffiliation: MJB Chrome PlatingSubject: Chrome Plating ATCMComment:See attached for written comment submitted at the May 25, 2023,
Board Hearing.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/449-chromeatcm2023-UjABblA9AD9VDFI0.pdfOriginal File Name: Bill Felts.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-25 10:33:12No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: YvonneLast Name: WatsonEmail Address: ywatson@dslextreme.comAffiliation: Subject: Chrome Plating RuleComment:Dear Board,

Please strengthen the rules concerning Hex Chrome plating.  In theevent I'm not able to speak during today's meeting I wish to submitthe following comments:

1) I'm disappointed that board has set the phase out for decorativechrome platers to 2030 when they could all switch to trivalentchromium now.  

2) I believe that their remains serious exposures from the industryand we urge CARB to do more fenceline monitoring at chrome platersto ensure that the measures they relying on (Total Enclosure andNegative Air) are working to reduce emissions up until the phaseout occurs.

 3) CARB identified several chrome platers who were in currentviolation of their permits.  The agency needs to work with theaffected district to ensure that all chrome platers are incompliance with their existing permits.  They should collaboratewith the districts to do fenceline monitoring at facilities thatare suspected of being out of compliance with their permits.

4). CARB should work with the DOD's Strategic EnvironmentalResearch Defense Program (SERDP) to investigate alternative metalcoatings that can replace hexavalent chromium.

5) CARB should work with the attorney general on an enforcementinitiative directed at the chrome plating industry and the damagethey have done to the both the natural resources and public healthof the state.

I have lived my entire life in California EJ communities affectedby air toxics and contaminated water.  I can no longer attend inperson meetings due to being partially immunocompromised after 2hospitalizations for lung failure in 2019.  

I have severe, life-threatening asthma and have never smoked a dayin my life.

Please protect public health for people like me!

Yvonne Martinez Watson
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-25 10:36:12No Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023). (At Hearing)First Name: Jesse NLast Name: MarquezEmail Address: jnm4ej@yahoo.comAffiliation: Coalition For A Safe EnvironmentSubject: LOS of New CARB ATCM Amendments & Additional RequestsComment:See attached LOSAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/451-chromeatcm2023-UDNWNgBgVHQHZAVa.pdfOriginal File Name: CFASE et al Letter of Support - 5-25-2023.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-25 10:52:23No Duplicates.



Comment 1 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: New Error in Emission Inventory (Table 1 and Table 2 disagree)Comment:The previous appendix B Table 2 on Line 3 "Hard with Add-On" showedthe computation of the average source test value used in Table 1 ofAppendix B above it. The calculation included results from seventested facilities. The values were:

As shown previously
Test 1	0.00045
Test 2	0.00011
Test 3	0.001
Test 4	0.00034
Test 5	0.00063
Test 6	0.0002875
Test 7	0.0013
Average	0.000588214

Now, I don't know if the facility source test values you used aboveare correct or not but I do know math and the math appears to be acorrect computation of the average of the values shown.

In your now corrected emission inventory put out this morning, yourteam is using a value of 0.0000588214 as the source test value forhard chrome. I know that you know that 0.000588214 is a magnitudeof 10 times greater than the 0.0000588214. So, what changed? Yourteam has not included a revised Table 2 with the data release fromthis morning. Therefore the 0.0000588214 is an unsupported valuesince it does not correspond to the yet to be corrected Table 2 ofAppendix B. The official record supporting a hex chrome emissionrule contains this critical 10X uncorrected error which is abuilding block of the current emissions of the industry.  

I recommend CARB introduce a quality assurance function. Those ofus who are in the aviation safety business (until 2039) have foundvalue in having a second set of eyes inspect work before it goesout.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-03-29 08:08:26No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Hex Chrome Emissions in ParamountComment:According to the March 27 modification of the Emissions Inventory,the STATEWIDE hex chrome emissions of the ENTIRE METAL FINISHINGINDUSTRY in 2019 were 0.19 pounds. You can verify this by referringto attachment 2, page 22, lower right cell in the table.
It is helpful to contrast this with the hex chrome emissionsreported in Paramount, California in 2017 from just two sources;Carlton Forge at 0.6 pounds and Press Forge at 0.3 pounds. That isjust in Paramount. You can verify this yourself by going to CARB'swebsite here(https://www.arb.ca.gov/carbapps/pollution-map/?_ga=2.123164547.925282913.1680112885-1134180171.1680112885#)and using the pollution mapping tool CARB provides. Please use thefilter criteria on the left and select pollutant = hexavalentchromium, City = Paramount, and Year = 2017. 

Please keep this in mind when you hear CARB staff tell you fugitiveemissions from metal finishers were the problem in Paramount. Theemissions were observed from Metal Processors (See list here:http://publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/chromium6/directive.htm) ofwhich only two of the nine Metal Processors were Metal Finishers(Anaplex and Lubeco).  

So, again, Carlton Forge and Press Forge reported emissionstotalling 0.9 pounds just a few blocks from the metal finisherswhose entire industry statewide emitted a fraction of that total.CARB is making no attempt to ban hex chrome emissions from CarltonForge which is owned by Warren Buffet. But then, that might be abit more difficult for CARB.

STOP THE BAN.
  
Please note that the modification of the Emissions Inventoryenabled this public comment and it is therefore pertinent forinclusion in the board's considerations. I reserve the right tomodify this comment if CARB staff amend the emissions inventory fora third time. 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-03-29 15:20:39No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JIMLast Name: MEYEREmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Proportionality of Metal Finishers to Metal Processors / Implications for FugitivesComment:Since we now have a new total hex chrome emission number we canexamine the proportionality between Metal Processors and MetalFinishers in Paramount.  According to the March 27 modification ofthe Emissions Inventory, the STATEWIDE hex chrome emissions of theENTIRE METAL FINISHING INDUSTRY in 2019 were 0.19 pounds. You canverify this by referring to attachment 2, page 22, lower right cellin the table.
It is helpful to contrast this with the hex chrome emissionsreported in Paramount, California in 2017 from just two sources;Carlton Forge at 0.6 pounds and Press Forge at 0.3 pounds. That isjust in Paramount. You can verify this yourself by going to CARB'swebsite here(https://www.arb.ca.gov/carbapps/pollution-map/?_ga=2.123164547.925282913.1680112885-1134180171.1680112885#)and using the pollution mapping tool CARB provides. Please use thefilter criteria on the left and select pollutant = hexavalentchromium, City = Paramount, and Year = 2017. 
Please keep this in mind when you hear CARB staff tell you fugitiveemissions from metal finishers were the problem in Paramount. Theemissions were observed from Metal Processors (See list here:http://publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/chromium6/directive.htm) ofwhich only two of the nine Metal Processors were Metal Finishers(Anaplex and Lubeco).  
So, again, Carlton Forge and Press Forge reported emissionstotalling 0.9 pounds just a few blocks from the metal finisherswhose entire industry statewide emitted a fraction of that total.CARB is making no attempt to ban hex chrome emissions from CarltonForge which is owned by Warren Buffet. But then, that might be abit more difficult for CARB.   
Please note that the modification of the Emissions Inventoryenabled this public comment and it is therefore pertinent forinclusion in the board's considerations. I reserve the right tomodify this comment if CARB staff amend the emissions inventory fora third time. 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-03-30 06:16:15No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: WARNING - Compliance is not a success strategy in CaliforniaComment:CARB's March modification of the proposed new chrome plating rulefailed to delete the ban. The message from CARB to business remainsthe same...

Businesses that adopt a compliance based strategy to do business inCalifornia are not safe. CARB will ban you anyway, and they will doit with full knowledge that the replacement technology for yourprocess has not been invented yet. They will do it even if yoursite selection process selects a non-residential location. Thiswarning is applicable to any business that works not only withchromium but also stainless steel.

Southern California has the strictest and most effective chromeplating rule in the world already (Rule 1469). Chrome plating firmsin Southern California are already in compliance with Rule 1469 (ifthey are not, CARB and AQMD are not effectively enforcing existingregulations). CARB's proposed ATCM continues to impose a ban onthese compliant businesses. They cannot grow and they will beeliminated with no alternative paths to comply.

Heed this warning if you are considering investment in California.Compliance will not save you.

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-03-31 06:25:45No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Cancer Risk Falsehood (Please Correct)Comment:The staff presentation to the Board on January 27 contained twoslides which referred to a "213 in a million" cancer risk fromchrome platers. The "213" value comes from Table F.14(b) inappendix F page 28. Table F.14(b) shows the cancer risk from largehard chrome facilities without controls, and maps the cancer riskusing two variables, throughput, and proximity. 

Considering there are ZERO facilities in California with throughputat 120,000,000, and likely ZERO hard chrome facilities operatingwithout HEPA controls, and ZERO facilities of anywhere close tothat size that are 5 meters from a residential source, CARB'sallegation of a "213 in a million" cancer risk from chrome platingis a complete FALSEHOOD. Unfortunately, the LA Times picked it upand has published it as a general description of the cancer riskfrom large chrome facilities.

I challenge CARB to spend a few minutes and locate the facilitythat has the highest cancer risk in the state using Table F.14(b)(proximity and size) but also in consideration of the HEPA controlsthat facility operates with, and tell the public what the realtruth is about the maximum cancer risk at the highest risk realchrome plating facility in California. The answer will not be 213in a million.

This comment is not about any modifications to the rule that werepublished on March 27. It is about incorrect cancer risk containedin CARB materials presented to the board on January 27 and whichinfluenced the board's feedback to the staff on that date. Page 24of the presentation states "Controlled Tanks". Table F.14(b)contains information about uncontrolled tanks.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-03 14:18:10No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: SRIA Cost / Benefit Relationship no longer relevantComment:The SRIA painted the picture that implementation of the proposedATCM will provide an annual hex chrome emission reduction benefitof 10.15 pounds annually at a cost of $688 Million. That works outto $68 million per pound of hex chrome reduced.

Subsequent publishing of the ISOR in November of 2022 and now therevised emissions inventory in March of 2023 reveal that there areonly 0.19 pounds of hex chrome actually emitted annually. So, thisis a 53-fold reduction in the benefit for the same cost. 

Let's assume for now, that CARB's March 27 emission inventory iscorrect and that the costs originally assumed in the SRIA have notchanged. We can calculate the benefit at 0.19 pounds per year andthe cost at $688 million and determine that the cost of the ATCM isnow $3.621 Billion per pound of hex chrome reduced. Considering allthe non-chrome plating sources and emissions which have not beenaddressed by CARB yet, California is looking at an absolutelycrushing economic hit to come in the range of more than $100Billion.

How does the Department of Finance feel about this proposal now?

 Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-03 15:37:03No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Technology ReviewsComment:CARB has not defined what a technology review is. What is CARB'sdefinition of a technology review? What criteria would be used toascertain that an alternative technology is viable in terms ofcapability, reliability, market acceptance, economics, andenvironment? (not a comprehensive list of criteria). 

Who would be the participants in a technology review? We can seewho participated in the technology review which led to where we areon Page 230 of the ISOR. I suggest that reviews of materials andprocesses which keep transport aircraft airworthy should beweighted towards scientists and engineers. The LA Times publishedan article on Jan 27 in which an environmental and communityjustice advocate and attorney is quoted as saying "We would beworking with the industry and the military to actually identify newcoatings. That's precedent setting". Indeed it is.

CARB does not seem to realize that hexavalent chrome is used in avariety of chemical solutions to process parts constructed of awide range of base materials and alloys (some ferrous and somenon-ferrous) for a wide range of applications. There will not be asingular magic technology that will replace hex chrome across allapplications at the same time. Change will occur incrementallyprocess by process. Change will not occur facility type by facilitytype. CARB's references to technology reviews in the postedmaterials are little more than a punt. A dangerous punt if you relyon commercial aircraft for transportation.

CARB points to an apparent comment by Boeing that a 2039 phase-outdate is OK with Boeing so long as there are technology reviews.Boeing has reason to be confident they can overwhelm CARB in atechnology review, however, we have not seen any concurrence byLockheed, Raytheon, Airbus, Parker, Honeywell, Northrup, DOD, theFAA or anyone else with the requisite technical expertise. Many ofthe supply chains supporting these entities have already leftCalifornia.

At what point leading into 2039 will CARB relax the ban when atechnological substitute is not found? Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-04 13:20:08No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: CARB has grossly misinformed the publicComment:Now that we can see the corrected emission inventory...

On page 37 of this presentation here(https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-06/Chrome%20Public%20Workshop%206.9.22_9.30am.pdf)CARB defined large functional platers as "hard chrome platers W/Add-On Controls".

On page 38, they show that Large functional platers (defined above)have a cancer risk of 213 in a million.

In the posted appendix F, Table F.14(b) CARB shows that a cancerrisk of 213 in a million is derived from a facility assumed to be 0meters from a receptor with throughput of 120,000,000 amp hours andan emission rate at the ATCM limit of 0.0015. The emission rate of0.0015 is not the emission rate of a facility with Add-On Controls.Large chrome platers in California have HEPA systems as required bythe Air Districts. There is no such facility in California with120,000,000 amp / hours located 0 meters from a residentialreceptor, without a HEPA system. Zero.

The highest risk facility has a throughput of 116,500,000, islocated 40 meters from a residential receptor, and has a HEPAsystem. The HEPA system efficiency of that facility is unknown bythis writer but CARB's posted materials contain two statementsabout HEPA control efficiency. Table 1 of the emission inventorystates 0.0000588, and Table 2 of the emission inventory states0.000588. Using these values, we can calculate that facility has acancer risk between 6 in a million (Table 1 HEPA efficiency) or 60in a 
million (Table 2 HEPA efficiency). (As an aside, yes it would behelpful if CARB would correct this previously identifieddiscrepancy between the two HEPA efficiency numbers in their postedmaterials).

Page 39 of the presentation is highly inaccurate in severalrespects as we can now determine from review of the emissioninventory just released by CARB. Yet this seems to be the basis forstatements in the ISOR and SRIA and made to the board on January27.

The presentation referenced above was made to a public workshop onJune 9, 2022 and was (I am sure) troubling to the public andenvironmental justice communities who viewed it. They weremisinformed. 
The advocates for this rule have been misinformed. The media havebeen misinformed. An industry has been damaged. Large chromeplaters with HEPA controls have been damaged.

CARB. What is your response?
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-06 17:18:41No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: BobbiProposedLast Name: BurnsEmail Address: bobbiburns@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: Global Plating IncSubject: Proposed Ban on Hex Chrome ATCMComment:Contempt prior to investigation is the best way to summarize thelatest revisions made to the proposed amendment to the ATCM. CARB'spresentation from June 2022 stated that "Chrome Plating emissionsaccount for less than 1%" in the State of California. The slidespresented to the public showed our Industry responsible for 10 lbsannually of Hex Chrome. Now in March 2023, CARB has stated we are.19 percent and approximately 1 lb annually. The CARB Board andpublic have been mis-informed. Several journalists have publishedarticles with the inaccurate data quoted directly from CARB'spresentations. Our Industry has been prejudicially singled out andthe proposed BAN renders our assets to CARB's favorite word "ZERO"
It is CARB Staff's opinion that there is no safe level thereforenone of the proposed options to add more controls to achieve aneven lower emission is worth discussing. This proposed BAN has beengenerated by an attempt to calm the emotional outcry ofdisadvantaged communities. Communities that are mostly affected bymobile sources of pollution that we all contend with. Communitiesthat have been built around industrial areas due to poor cityplanning and greedy land developers. 
I see my neighborhood over the last three years developingthousands of homes, not low-income housing, very expensive highrise type homes right in the center of the industrial area, betweentwo freeways in Fremont, CA. This mixture is problematic and whengovernment officials introduce flawed data, there is panic andoutrage by all parties affected.  I am embarrassed and disappointedthat CARB has not removed the BAN from this proposed rule, mostlybecause CARB Staff knows the truth about the emissions in ourIndustry. The fact that CARB would use our Industry for a politicalglory is a shame. I urge CARB to keep this amendment an emissionbase rule, not a ban. Please do not abandoned decades progress inthe road to lowering emissions by terminating an entire industry,an Industry that has invested in the ATCM and has proven there is away to keep Chrome Plating in this State.

Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-07 12:33:22No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: ArtLast Name: HolmanEmail Address: art@shermsplating.comAffiliation: Sherm's Custom PlatingSubject: Incorrect dataComment:The CARB board has a responsibility to hold staff accountable foraccurate data to base this rule making process that will affect thelives of thousands of people here in the state and beyond. To datethe emission rate data that's been shared have been flawed,therefor it is impossible for the board to make an educateddecision on this very aggressive rule.
Using staff's table III.1 as an example, why are we even looking atestimated emission rates? Local air districts have actual reportedamp hours and emission rates as required by law. CARB staff mustinput the correct data to comprise a true representative sample ofindustry emissions, only then would the board have the informationrequired to make a decision that will impact so many lives.
The first working group meeting was held Sept. 11, 2020, and stillwe are being presented with flawed emission rate numbers. Initialdata submitted by staff for this rule was the Chrome PlatingIndustry as a whole emitted 10.15 lbs. of hexavalent chromeannually. That information was shared with the public and createdan outcry within communities and environmental groups. Now in the15-day comment period, data is shared and emission rates are 0.19lbs. annually, but the damage has already been done.
CARB Board members must hold staff accountable to provide accurateinformation regarding emission rates before a decision is made thatwill affect so many lives and jobs here in California. As a CEO ofa company, you would require your staff to present accurate datafor the basis of making a decision that will impact your businesslivelihood and that of your employees. Inaccuracies would not betolerated, but CARB staff faces no consequences for reporting theseinaccuracies or failing to provide requested information tostakeholders.
I urge the Board to delay this rulemaking process until such timeas the true emission numbers have been calculated using accurateamp hrs. and source test emission rates as reported to local AirDistricts.

Respectfully,
Art Holman                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
Sherm's Custom Plating
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-10 12:13:26No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: TerenceLast Name: McGuinnessEmail Address: terrym@allcleanhaz.comAffiliation: Subject: CHROME BAN IN CALIFORNIAComment: Since the implementation of RCRA, which is the ResourceConservation and Recovery Act of 1976.  I have provided HazardousWaste Management services to the commercial, industrial, andmilitary sectors of California since 1977.
 I have the honor to sit on the Board for the National Associationof Surface Finishers and the Metal Finishing Association ofNorthern California. 
Over the last 46 years I have seen many changes in the continuingeffort of our regulatory community to eliminate Industrial growthin the State of California. 
This ban will immediately and negatively impact operations for manyfamily-owned small businesses.  
This ban will present decorative and functional Chrome 6 platingfacilities with unreasonable choices.
•	Close their operations immediately.
•	Those costs will start at the low end of $375,000.00 to over 1million dollars, depending on the size of the facility.
•	The current cost for disposal alone of a 1000 gal Chromic AcidBath is $7,500.00. This cost does not include the management ofsurrounding support equipment of the process. 
•	When a facility is forced to close, it will cause these hardworking Americans to lose their jobs and their family'slivelihoods.
•	Or invest significant dollars over three years to comply with newCARB emission rules, and ultimately close their operations on theJanuary 1, 2027 the proposed ban date. 
•	If a facility operator is not properly financially prepared forsuch an event, the cost will then need to be absorbed into theStates Superfund budget. Another burden passed on to all ourhard-working California Americans.
•	Please don't think that this ban is going to stop Chrome Plating.it will simply just go underground with no environmental controls.This BAN is a painfully irresponsible idea, and your Staff shouldbe embarrassed to have even brought this flawed data before theBoard. 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-10 12:27:55No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: AaronLast Name: PlechatyEmail Address: aplechaty@electro-coatings.comAffiliation: Subject: Destroying an industry is not the answer ...Comment:The plating industry is asking and looking for cooperation in theoverall picture of what you are looking at. From what I can tell,the ruling that is looking to take place is without all the data,and with the full scope of everything in play here. It seems,offhand, that to make a proper ruling you would want to collect allthe data (I know the industry is providing a metric ton of it), tocompile and fact check before you just toss your hat in the ringhaphazardly. You are looking to destroy an industry that while theyoperate with chrome (they operate safely and within all parametersall agencies impose on them) makes up a whopping 1% of all HexChrome emissions in the entire state. 1%. Theme parks put out moreemissions.

Please consider reviewing the emissions standards and rules,revising them to allow the thousands of individuals who have andcontinue put their entire lives work into the states economy vsjust flipping a switch and shutting them all down without reviewingand working with these families you are playing with - without thefull review needed - to force to shut down. We, the industry, workhard day in and day to meet or exceed the state emissionsstandards. Review them. Shutting these shops down may reduce a tinybit of the emissions, but that work will go to the states with lessrestrictions and just amplify the nations emissions. There ismiddle ground, as stated above, review the emissions standards -work with the industry, not against it and see the future that wecan create together.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-10 12:59:08No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: TraceyLast Name: CossEmail Address: traceycoss@scpci.comAffiliation: Subject: ATCM for hex chromeComment:I urge the California Air Resources Board [CARB] to NOT moveforward with the proposed amendment to the Airborne Toxic ControlMeasure for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid AnodizingOperations [CrVI ATCM], and instead to revise the ATCM to provideemission control measures that will be effective in furtherreducing the negligible amount of air emissions of hexavalentchromium from metal finishing facilities, recognize the extremelynegative consequences of proposed bans, and provide a reasoned,science-based approach and emission-based rule moving forward.

The proposed ban on CrVI plating fails to acknowledge theimportance of this segment of manufacturing in California, thesignificant emission reductions the industry has achieved to dateand can obtain through further emission reduction efforts, and theincrease in emissions (from commercial trucks transporting productsfor CrVI plating) that will result from plating operations movingto other states and countries with less, if any, emissionrequirements. Further, bans will leak significant businesses andassociated jobs away from California!

CrVI plating facility emissions have been significantly reducedover the years to the extent that chrome metal finishing comprisessignificantly less than 1% of total annual CrVI emissions for theentire state. No other state or country has CrVI emission limitsanywhere near the level of protections already established inCalifornia. CARB should acknowledge that protection of theenvironment is best achieved in California by working WITHindustry.

I urge CARB to remove the ban, correct the data, SAVE JOBS, andprevent business from closing down and/or leaving the state.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-10 13:58:41No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: For the RecordComment:The attached was sent to CARB staff, Cliff and Chang, via USPScertified mail, return receipt requested and via email. A receiptwas returned for the Chang letter. Cliff acknowledged by email thathe had passed it to staff. This posting is to make the CARB boardaware of it.

The materials posted in this 15 day period show that the largestand (according to CARB) the riskiest chrome platers in the statehave cancer risks well below 10 in a million considering proximityand control system efficiency. Yet CARB is trumpeting to thepublic, to the EJ communities, and to the media that the cancerrisk is 213 in a million. 

Will the CARB board see through the deceptions? or will the CARBboard tie itself to the CARB staff and join the deceptions?

CARB credibility is on the line. Quite honestly, it is noteworthythat this has been allowed to persist this far.


Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/128-chromeatcm2023-AGMBZl0uV2YEXVMw.pdfOriginal File Name: CARB Cliff 03062023.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-10 14:24:18No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: Steve Last Name: OliveiraEmail Address: info@bbcmachine.comAffiliation: Subject: proposed banComment:
Our customers, our employees, our fellow platers urge CARB toreconsider the bans on decorative hexavalent chromium plating, hardhexavalent chromium plating, and chromic acid anodizing. The banswould provide little, if any, environmental benefits, will notdecrease customer demands for hexavalent chromium plating andanodizing, will impose undue economic hardships on Californiaplating shops, and will likely result in a net increase inhexavalent chromium emissions. 

An emissions-based rule could continue the surface finishingindustry's long-standing record to reduce hexavalent chromiumemissions without imposing significant economic hardships onCalifornia plating companies and the communities that they servewith good paying jobs and financial contributions to localbusinesses. 

We urge the committee to focus on the facts and overall impacts adecision to ban this industry in California will honestly have. Anindustry that has contributed to its success, been a loyal partnerand provided many opportunities to it's purveyors does not deserveto be cancelled based on incomplete or speculative data. A ban isnot the answer in the overall goal of reducing emissions as it willjust shift elsewhere. Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-10 13:15:53No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Use of Hex Chrome REDUCES Ambient Hex ChromeComment:Please refer to the attached photo of a Cal Fire S70 Helicopterwhich is maintained in flight worthy condition via the use ofhexavalent chromium plating. This helicopter fights fires. Thefires it extinguishes emit FAR more hexavalent chrome than theentire chrome plating industry in California.

Rules adopted by CARB will have consequences.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/131-chromeatcm2023-BmVTNAdqADUKZQR2.jpgOriginal File Name: CalFire S70.jpg Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-11 09:03:08No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: NeilLast Name: HammelEmail Address: neil@vcapcd.orgAffiliation: Ventura County APCDSubject: Correction to Surface Tension Calculation using StalagmometerComment:The listed surface tension of water at 25 degrees celcius (72.75dynes/cm) in now appendix 7 is actually the surface tension ofwater at 20 degrees celcius. The correct surface tension of waterat 25 degrees celcius is 71.99 dynes/cm as noted in theInternational Tables of the Surface Tension of Water athttps://srd.nist.gov/JPCRD/jpcrd231.pdf and attached. If facilitiesuse the surface tension calculation as presented in the ATCM, theirresults will be skewed higher than reality, resulting in greateremissions of hexchrome. Thank you.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/132-chromeatcm2023-UzpdNVciAjRRJQBu.pdfOriginal File Name: International Tables of the Surface Tension of Water.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-11 12:13:41No Duplicates.



Comment 18 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JerryLast Name: DesmondEmail Address: jerry@desmondlobbyfirm.comAffiliation: MFASC-MFANC-NASFSubject: Chromeatcm2023Comment:Attached please find the comments of the the Metal FinishingAssociation of Southern California [MFASC], Metal FinishingAssociation of Northern California [MFANC] and National Associationof Surface Finishers [NASF] regarding the March 27 Notice of PublicAvailability of Modified Text and Availability of AdditionalDocuments and Information on the Proposed Amendments to theAirborne Toxic Control Measure for Chromium Electroplating andChromic Acid Anodizing Operations [ATCM].Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/133-chromeatcm2023-VDcAZwBzV2YHXlc0.pdfOriginal File Name: CARB CrVI ATCM Letter 4-11-23.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-11 13:02:46No Duplicates.



Comment 19 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JamesLast Name: SimonelliEmail Address: james@metalscoalition.comAffiliation: Subject: Comments on ATCM (California Metals Coalition)Comment:Please see enclosed comments. Thank you.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/134-chromeatcm2023-WzgAawFjWVVSNwZp.pdfOriginal File Name: CMC_Comments_April11-2023_CARB_ATCM.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-11 14:17:43No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: CharlesLast Name: PomeroyEmail Address: cpomeroy@stilespomeroy.comAffiliation: StilesPomeroy LLPSubject: Letter to CARB Re Chrome Platers Proposed ATCM w AttachmentsComment:Please see attached communication.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/135-chromeatcm2023-AF9UYFFjAn8CMAgm.pdfOriginal File Name: (23.4.11) Letter to CARB Re Chrome Platers Proposed ATCM w Att.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-11 16:27:53No Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JerryLast Name: DesmondEmail Address: Jerry@desmondlobbyfirm.comAffiliation: MFASC-MFANC-NASFSubject: Chromeatcm2023Comment:Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/136-chromeatcm2023-UTIAZwNwAzJXDgNg.pdfOriginal File Name: CARB CrVI ATCM Letter  Enc 2-10-23 web.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-11 16:54:08No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-1.First Name: JamesLast Name: GoehringEmail Address: jrgjrgus@outlook.comAffiliation: ManagerSubject: Proposed ATCM amendmentsComment:During the public hearing in January CARB heard from many smartpeople who have worked with and around Cr6 for decades with noproblem.  I implore the Board to listen to their voices and makeuse of their expertise.  The risk is manageable and as a regulatoryagency that is CARB's job; 
 to manage and not propose bans for political purposes.  Please dowhat's best for the majority of Californian's and not what wouldbenefit only the wishes of a small special interest group.  Pleasereject the proposed regulations.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-11 17:19:24No Duplicates.



Comment 1 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: TedLast Name: VentrescaEmail Address: tventresca@chemeon.comAffiliation: CHEMEON Surface Technology / MFACASubject: Amendment to ATCMComment:
By Ted Ventrescsa President/COO CHEMEON Surface Technology

Due to time limitation for in person comments at the January 27thmeeting, CHEMEON representative, Mr. Frank Aguilar was  unable topresent the following on behalf of CHEMEON.  

CHEMEON is a proud member of the Metal Finishing Association ofCalifornia and is regarded as a global expert in the alternativechemistries used to replace hexavalent chrome as a conversioncoating on light metals and as a replacement for sodiumdichromate/dilute chrome as an anodic seal. Our company mission andvision align with the CARB goal to reduce and ultimately remove theknown carcinogen, hexavalent chrome. 

Over the past year, we have followed the Proposed Amendments to theATCM by CARB. We agree with the Metal Finishing Association thatthe recommendations and proposals put forth by CARB will have asevere impact on the metal finishing industry, the communities,people, and businesses of the state who rely on the essential workbeing done by the metal finishing industry, and unfortunately, itwould not achieve your admirable goal regarding the reduction andultimate removal of hexavalent chrome.  

To truly rid California, the U.S., and the world of continued useof hexavalent chrome, the root cause of usage must first beaddressed. And, to be clear, the Metal Finishing Industry ofCalifornia is not the root cause. 

The root cause of the continued use of hexavalent chrome forplating, finishing, conversion coating, and anodic seals is adirect result of legacy specifications that, for over 70 years,have required the use of hexavalent chrome by the manufacturers ofthese parts and products, including many of those used by the U.S.military and the Department of Defense. 

Until specifications allow for safer alternatives or removehexavalent chrome from the specification completely, the chemistrywill still be used.   

Why have some OEMs been slower to change specifications that stillrequire the use of hex chrome on certain metal parts? Possibly dueto their internal legacy systems and -- in some cases -- legacysafety standards that may need extensive new testing and validationto deviate or change from legacy chemistry. Certainly, the stateand federal governments understand the time involved in changing,modifying, or moving away from legacy or outdated procedures. 

When CARB and other state and federal agencies address the rootcause of the issue, change becomes possible, and solutions becomeclear.  

In recent years, the DoD and the automotive industry have madegreat strides in the elimination of hexavalent chrome use atmilitary bases, depots, and commercial vehicle production. We knowthis firsthand because CHEMEON products have provided some of thesafer alternative solutions. Through collaboration with OEM's PrimeContractors -- and the DOD directly -- we have identified anddeveloped military-specified alternative chemicals and processsolutions to legacy hex chrome specifications. Hex chrome usage hasbeen significantly reduced by the DoD.   

How can CARB address the root cause of hexavalent chrome withoutthe harm to the state economy and Metal Finishing Industry ofCalifornia?  

We ask you to consider the following steps for CARB to implement inan effort to truly help end the use of hex chrome for Californiaand the world:  

1.	 In the next six months, CARB and SCQAMD researchers will workwith industry and metal finishers to identify all partspecifications or industry coating standards that still call forthe use of hexavalent chrome. 

2.	 Take that information and begin collaborative work between theOEM and Prime Contractors, safe chemical solution providers, andmetal finishing and process shops in a unified effort to test,validate, and amend the specifications or to allow process shops inCalifornia and across the U.S the ability for a "deviation" fromthe hex chrome specification to alternate safe chemistries likeCHEMEON and other Tier 1 chemical manufacturers have created andare available right now.  

3.	 CARB and SCQAMD may consider routing the funds slotted toenforce your proposed updates to the ATCM instead to support andincentivize collaborations between industry, safer chemicalmanufacturers, and process facilities to accelerate their work toidentify, test, and implement existing alternatives to hexavalentchrome.

4.	Work with the U.S. EPA and other federal agencies to require theelimination of hexavalent chromium at the root cause: themanufacturers who continue to require that this product be usedinstead of the alternatives that are already on the market.

This approach will not only save jobs, but it will ultimately savelives and the California economy. 

Please consider CHEMEON a resource in helping you implementpositive chemical and business solutions that protect theenvironment, communities, and jobs related to the Metal FinishingIndustry of California and beyond.

Thank you.
Ted Ventresca
President/COO
CHEMEON Surface Technology
Chemeon.com/etcp
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/138-chromeatcm2023-AGMAbgBkBDpSMVc4.pdfOriginal File Name: CHEMEON Public CARB Comment May 2023.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-26 20:03:02No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Source Test Average for Hard Chrome PlatersComment:The revised data posted on 4-26-23 refer to an average source testvalue for hard chrome platers of 5.88E-04. The footnote 3 in table1 points the reader to the source of that number which is Table 2.Table 2 contains a line labeled Hard with Add-On that shows sevenvalues which do computationally average 5.88E-04. How did CARBselect those seven values as representative samples for the hardchrome population? I am particularly curious how the values 0.001and 0.0013 were selected as they do not appear to be consistentwith values that would be the result of HEPA Control System sourcetests. If they were not from HEPA control systems, can CARB whythey have chosen to create an average from a sample in which 28% ofhard chrome platers do not have HEPA controls. Is thatrepresentational. Why didn't CARB simply use actual source testvalues from all the facilities? Does CARB have source test datafrom all the facilities for which this rule is being proposed? Ifnot, why not? Has CARB asked the air districts for the datanecessary for this rule? Did the air districts comply with CARB'srequests? Has CARB chosen to omit some source test data which ithas in its' possession from the average? If CARB has omitted datafrom any particular facility from the average, why? Since a keyelement of this rule making is the analysis of BACT, how did CARBreach a conclusion about BACT efficiency? Dos CARB understand theefficiency of HEPA's? Clearly they have had some difficulty inapplying and communicating the efficiency in this proposed rule.CARB staff proposes a ban, purportedly because emissions are toohigh even with BACT, so they should have done some studying of BACTefficiency. Observation of the emissions inventory and the changesto the emissions data to this point suggest that CARB staff did notunderstand BACT efficiency to this point in the process. What isthe rationale for a ban in light of the HEPA efficiencies of eachof the HEPA controlled facilities in California?  I submitted myHEPA source test result to CARB at CARB's request prior to the ruleproposal. CARB has not used my source test result to show theefficiency of my facility. Rather, it has used the much higher"average" that it has arbitrarily computed. CARB did not use mysource test data to compute the average. My data has been ignored.My data would have reduced the average. My system was source testedin 2019. What was the time period of the source tests CARB used inthe average they show here? My system tested at 0.000023. Theaverage that CARB has used and applied to me and all the other hardchrome facilities in this inventory is 25 TIMES HIGHER than myactual test. Obviously, inclusion of my data would have affectedthat average. So, what was the logic that CARB used to exclude mydata? Did the logic used have anything to do with CARB's objectivesfor this rule making?Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-26 22:14:47No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Environmental Analysis needs to be changedComment:In the Environmental Analysis section of the documents releasedlast night, CARB staff states, DIRECT QUOTE "Since these valueswere not used in the evaluation of environmental impacts in theDraft EA, staff has determined that these changes would not requirenew or modified compliance responses and would not result in anynew reasonably foreseeable significant environmental impacts orsubstantially increase the severity of an already identifiedenvironmental impact in he Draft EA."

Wow, we are talking about CARB's estimate of ACTUAL emissionlevels. Not baseline emission levels, not permitted emissionlevels, we are talking about CARB's estimate of ACTUAL emissionlevels so keep that in mind and re-read the quote above.

CARB is saying that they don't need to change the environmentalanalysis due to a change in ACTUAL emissions "since these valueswere not used in the evaluation of environmental impacts in theDraft EA." in the first place!

Did you know that the State can ignore actual current environmentalconditions when preparing an Environmental Analysis? I didn't. ButCARB admits here that they paid no attention to ACTUAL emissionswhen they prepared the Draft Environmental Analysis so they don'thave to react when the estimate of ACTUAL emissions changes (inthis case by 50%)! 

Does CARB think this is legal?
Do any other attorneys out there think this is legal?

Every day of my life I learn something new. I am learning so muchabout environmentalism.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-27 14:21:00No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Source Test Data SubmittedComment:For the record - I submitted source test information for AviationRepair Solutions, Inc. to Eugene Rubin on November 11, 2021 viaemail. The data is not shown on either Table 1 next to my facility(or any other) and it is not shown on Table 2.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-28 14:15:11No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Edit of previous questions to CARB re amended source test averageComment:Because we have observed some slippery behavior from CARB duringthis rule making I want to edit my earlier comment in this 15-2comment period to make clear that I am asking a question which Iexpect CARB to answer. In my haste, I omitted some question marksand a key word. 

So, when I said this...
"If they were not from HEPA control systems, can CARB why
they have chosen to create an average from a sample in which 28%of
hard chrome platers do not have HEPA controls. Is that
representational."

I meant this...
"If they were not from HEPA control systems, can CARB explain why
they have chosen to create an average from a sample in which 28%of
hard chrome platers do not have HEPA controls? Is thatrepresentational? Please explain and show your work."
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-04-29 16:19:53No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Fugitive Emissions Cancer Risk EstimateComment:A key accusation made by CARB against the metal finishing industryis that fugitive emissions may be equally or even more dangerous tothe public than stack emissions. I have previously commented on thefiction that cancer risk from stack emissions equals 213 in amillion from large chrome plating facilities. Now, it is time toexamine the fiction that fugitive emission cancer risks can rangeto 1,000 chances in a million. 
The section quoted below is taken directly from Pages F-49 and F-50of CARB's posted materials. 
BEGINNING OF QUOTE
"Based on the assumptions and model setup described above, staffestimated potential cancer risks ranging from one chance permillion to greater than 1,000 chances per million. 
4. Conclusion
Staff recognizes that this is a high-level directional analysis andis not intended to definitively estimate fugitive emissions ratesfrom specific chrome plating facilities. Nevertheless, theassumptions made are reasonable and this analysis providesinformation regarding what the potential cancer risks from fugitiveemissions might be. Based on these results, it is reasonable toconclude that fugitive emissions of hexavalent chromium from chromeplating facilities are likely to contribute to cancer risks incommunities surrounding such facilities."
END OF QUOTE
The quote specifically states that "The assumptions made arereasonable". You can be the judge. The entire model is described onpages F-45 to F-51.
As you can see in the first sentence, CARB is describing the cancerrisk model and the data they used to generate their estimate. It isa complex model, and they describe it over several pages. As withall models, it is sensitive to the assumptions made and it isparticularly sensitive to the initial data inputs. In this case,CARB does not distinguish themselves. They first attempt to answerthe question "how much hex chrome is emitted from an uncontrolledtank?" Surprisingly, CARB does not quote any electrochemicalscience to answer this question. There is no reference to anyscience that shows what amount of hex chrome would be dispersedduring a plating operation. Are we to believe that in 100 years ofchrome plating, no scientist or chemical engineer has everdocumented (or computed) the amount of hex chrome mist that comesfrom uncontrolled tanks? Are we also to believe CARB and/or AQMD inover 30 years of regulating chrome plating tanks have never doneany math to compute hex chrome emissions from uncontrolled tanks?CARB should answer these questions because without answers areasonable person could conclude that established scientific factsdid not support CARB's pre-ordained conclusions and had to bedismissed. 
So, in the absence of science fact, here is the method they used todeduce that uncontrolled tanks produce 1 mg per amp hour of hexchrome emissions. They assumed that emissions are a function of twovariables: 1) The arbitrary rule limit for fumesuppressant-controlled tanks, and 2) The top-end of themanufacturers stated control efficiency of fume suppressants. Bothvariables happen to equal 0.1. So, dividing one into the other CARBassesses that the physical chemical electroplating process produces1 mg per amp hour (0.1 / 0.1 = 1.0). There it is, feed it into thecancer risk model. Some of you are getting the drift here. You canalready see that if there was any actual emission science behindthe suppressant rule limit of 0.1, CARB could (or would, or should)have used it. You might also question how they decided to use 99%efficiency as their fume suppressant value when they could haveused 95%. The answer to that is simple, the 99% assumption drives ahigher risk value and supports the desired answer to this "study".But wait, perhaps I am too hasty in attributing to malice thatwhich can be explained in other ways, it is possible that a summerintern performed this analysis and that perhaps the deficiency is asimple lack of quality assurance, audit function, and managementoversight. I can't say. 
Since I believe there are certain science facts relating tophysical processes in nature, I don't buy into using the equationon page F-46 (and shown below) as the basis for the starting pointto estimate fugitives. Neither should you.
"Uncontrolled tank emissions = 0.01 (mg / amp hr) / (1-0.99)" = 1mg per amp hr
But let's give the intern the benefit of the doubt because maybe heonly had a couple of hours to produce some data to back up theconclusions about fugitives that he was told to create.
QUESTION FOR CARB - WHAT IS THE HEX CHROME EMISSION RATE FROMUNCONTROLLED TANKS? You have been regulating these tanks fordecades. Please cite scientific papers or AQMD studies to answer. 
Wait, there is another troubling aspect to this. Because once wecalculate uncontrolled tank emissions, we must figure out whatpercent of the emissions get past the control systems. CARB wasable to locate a US EPA manual about hoods from 1986. They wipedthe dust from it, sneezed a couple of times, and ignored the factthat it pre-dated even their first chrome ATCM back in 1988. Now,36 years later, they chose to construct an estimate of hood captureefficiency by examining it. The book said capture efficiency rangedfrom 50% to 100%. Yes, that is a wide range. Yes, that rangeincludes 100% - even in 1986. But the intern, or whoever wrote thissection, or whoever reviewed the work, makes the followingstatement. 
QUOTING
"The plating industry uses a different style of hood, but lackingbetter information about its performance, staff chose to evaluatefugitive emissions using a range of capture efficiency from 85percent to 95 percent."
END QUOTE 
Are you kidding me? Is CARB so unaware that the source tests thatthe air districts require, and that we pay $20,000 to execute, haverules about hood capture efficiency? Really? Is CARB aware thatthis very proposed rule I am commenting on, requires 100% hoodcapture efficiency by virtue of CARB finally adopting AQMD Rule1469? Hey CARB, this is how it works. The air districts review andapprove our test protocols prior to the test. Then they monitor thetest while it is performed. During the test, they observe the slotvelocities, and we record them. We must perform video taped smoketests as confirmation that they capture 100%. Only then, once 100%capture is assured, the HEPA source test is conducted. Followingthat, for the next few years until the next source test isperformed, we are required to maintain the minimum slot velocitiesand perform ongoing video taped smoke tests to assure that we arealways achieving a 100% capture rate. We must keep ongoing recordsof all this. Inspectors come and review our records and the smoketest videos.
The 1,000 chances in a million-cancer risk assertion from fugitiveemissions is garbage. It is garbage because the two input variablesto your cancer risk model are shown to be garbage.
Here is my question for CARB - Is this a case of simple ignoranceby CARB? Maybe combined with a lack of management oversight, poorquality assurance, maybe no audit function? Or is it malicious?
I know it will be tempting for you to simply declare that thiscomment is out-of-bounds. That it is not relevant to the fact thatyou simply changed the decimal point on your computed average of afew source tests. But here is the situation. We are talking abouttruth and the lack of truth and where CARB stands with respect tothe truth about emissions. CARB wants to portray itself as thepremier air pollution regulator in the world. To be the leader youmust have credibility. To have credibility, you must embrace truth.At this point, it is obvious, South Coast AQMD is the world'spremier air regulator.  If you do not embrace the truth, you willlose credibility in your other work, which, as I understand it,involves saving the world. 

Please note also, that on April 14, 2023, two weeks prior to CARBrelease of the corrected source test numbers on April 27, I alertedSteven Cliff, PhD and Edie Chang to this issue in advance with aheads-up as follows: 

BEGIN QUOTE
"SC AQMD Rule 1469 requires ongoing smoke test validation andperiodic monitoring of slot velocities to assure the push/pulls arecapturing 100%. We validate this in our source tests. Despite that,the CARB estimate is somewhere between 85% and 95% according toyour text and the footnoted source is a tech manual from 1986. 
The assumption and math that was used to get to the 1 mg / amp hourtank rate is suspect since the rule limit used to start thatequation is arbitrary to start with."
END QUOTE

By all appearances, CARB has chosen not to correct the recordregarding the critical element of fugitive emissions. 
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Comment 7 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: The "Do Nothing" AlternativeComment:The result of the State's business case for this rule proposal isfound in the SRIA on page SRIA 2. It shows that rule implementationwill achieve a cumulative benefit of 132 pounds of potentialemissions over the next 20 years. The backup year by year savingsthat drive this number are found in Table 2.3 on page SRIA 23. Youwill need to total the values across the rows of Table 2.3 andmultiply by the years represented and add them at the bottom. Ifyou do that math, you will be rewarded. The numbers will add up andsupport CARB's assertion of a 132 pound reduction in potentialchrome emissions over the next 20 years. It is important to notethat the baseline CARB uses to support this calculation is set at10.15 pounds per year. 

CARB's re-computation of the actual emissions by chrome platers wasrecently made available on April 26. It tells us in Table VI.1 onpage 21 of the 15 day 2nd release that actual industry emissionsfrom all sources are 1.05 pounds per year (see the lower rightcorner of the table). If we look to the left by two columns on thesame table we can see that CARB is still using the 10.15 poundannual baseline. If the baseline is 10.15 and the actual emissionis 1.05, then the difference between these values is 9.1 pounds.So, we are getting 9.1 pounds of chrome reduction per year already.If we extend our current savings for the next 20 years, we willachieve 182 pounds of benefit. 

It is possible to put this on a table for easier understanding...

                                                            ATCM               Do Nothing
Reduced Potential Hex Chrome         132 lbs.                 182lbs.
Cost to the California Economy       $ 688 Million                $0
 
CARB data and logic support the case that doing absolutely nothingis preferable to the proposed ATCM with a ban.

This analysis was enabled by the flawed assumptions and faultylogic that CARB (with cooperation from the California Department ofFinance) has employed regularly throughout this rulemaking. Itshould be apparent to the reader that CARB's estimate of actualindustry emissions proves a ban is not necessary.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-05 19:18:13No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Source Test Averages not used in Baseline?Comment:SRIA 1.6, pages 14-16 describe the construction of CARB's baselinefor this rule. CARB has stated that the annual baseline is 10.15pounds per year. On page SRIA 15, the last sentence of the thirdparagraph states, and I quote:

"Considering BASELINE EMISSIONS CALCULATIONS WERE BASED ON SOURCETESTING INFORMATION in 2019 or earlier, outside of the pandemictimeframe, staff estimates that emissions will remain the same infuture years in the baseline scenario".

Again, the SRIA states that the "BASELINE EMISSIONS CALCULATIONSWERE BASED ON SOURCE TESTING INFORMATION".

But this is not true. 

As clearly shown on the third version of the still incorrect Table1, the computation of the baseline in Column 6 is:

"(permitted annual throughput) X (2007 emission factor) =(Potential to emit) = 10.15 pounds"

Do you see any reference to source test information in thatformula? I do not.

Because of this explicit statement "BASELINE EMISSIONS CALCULATIONSWERE BASED ON SOURCE TESTING INFORMATION", Along with ourreasonable expectation that computation of a baseline shouldincorporate consideration of actual conditions, the metal finishingcommunity had an expectation that the third correction of Table 1would incorporate a comprehensive review of the entire data set andthe computations and assumptions used within it. We expectedtwo-way communication from a staff concerned about accuracy andtruth, but communication was not forthcoming. Staff chose to modifyonly a single value which they have labeled as the "average" hardchrome source test result. The modified value did have cascadingeffects, and did change calculated total annual emissions, but theaggregate actual emission sum (1.05 pounds) is still incorrect andoverstated. It is incorrect due to errors of omission, errors ofassumptions, and logic errors which still exist in the table(s)(inclusive of Table 2).  

Why is CARB playing this game wherein they do not engage indialogue with industry on this rule? Why are our written inputs,provided in these public (and many non-public emails) beingignored?

Is CARB staff under direction to not work with industry on thisrule?

Why does CARB state that the baseline is computed based on sourcetests, when it clearly is not? Why does the baseline exceed actualemissions by a factor of 10X?

Has CARB notified the California Department of Finance that thedata used to construct the SRIA baseline is not based on actual orsource tested emissions? 

Has the decision to ban chrome plating in California already beenmade? Were the SRIA, ISOR, emissions inventory, health riskassessment generated to document, after the fact, a decisionalready made by the legislature? Or CARB? Or the governor?

Is there an audit function within the State of California whichreviews agency procedure, practice, and engagement with thepublic?

Is science in California a political process?
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Comment 9 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: ArtLast Name: HolmanEmail Address: art@shermsplating.comAffiliation: Subject: Emission errorsComment:I have been in the plating industry for many years and what isbeing done to this industry is nothing short of criminal, I don'thave the ability to check data points on emissions as CARB or evenclaim to have the time to calculate such emission values if thatinformation was provided. However, CARB has not provided accuratedata to stakeholders on emissions or even the current number offacilities in operation.
This proposed ban is being based off 2019 pre pandemic data atbest, which leads to the question as to why we are not usingcurrent emission data for accuracy when all of that information isreadily available? Every year we must submit amp/hr. usage to ourlocal air resources boards all across the state. How hard can it befor CARB to have the local agencies send current year end reportsfor 2022 to obtain accurate emission data?
I have briefly reviewed just local data provided by CARB staff inthe San Joaquin Valley APCD and the Permitted Annual ThroughputAmp/Hrs. reported column is flawed by a huge number. Two facilitiesthat were permitted for a total of 10,500,000-amp hrs. in 2019 arenot even in business now. That is two facilities out of the sixthat have closed and it took about an hour of my time to confirm.
Another data point that jumps out is one decorative facilitypermitted for 41,328,000 amp-hrs. and have throughput of that exactamount?  And this is not the only example as there are eightfacilities by CARB's numbers that are running at maximum allowablepermitted numbers in the decorative columns alone.
My experience in this industry of over 4 decades tells me this ishighly unlikely; it is more likely that staff didn't havethroughput emission numbers and plugged in maximum allowable tocomplete the chart. This causes incorrect data points and elevatesemission values across the decorative side of the industry. 
I can only surmise that if these emission values are used in thedecorative side, then what kind of errors are being made in thehard chrome and anodizing emission charts? As stakeholders how dowe know that the input data is correct? CARB staff don't seem tohave to check their work for accuracy as we do as stakeholders. Ifwe supply incorrect data to a regulatory agency, we are heldaccountable or fined even for a mathematical mistake.
It has become obvious that the goal is to push this rule through atall costs as soon as possible even if the facts don't supportCARB's claim that the chrome finishing industry is a majorcontributor of hexavalent chrome emissions in the state.
Time has come to pause this draconian rule and reevaluate theemission data with accuracy and integrity before moving forwardwith any proposed new regulations, let alone a ban date that willseverely harm the finishing industry here in California whileproviding no meaningful reduction of hexavalent chrome emissions inthe state.

Sincerely,
Art Holman
Sherm's Custom Plating
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Comment 10 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: BobbiLast Name: BurnsEmail Address: bobbiburns@sbcglobal.netAffiliation: MFANCSubject: Data still inaccurate Comment:The second 15 day comment period allows comment on the minordecimal correction of the Hard Chrome but the ISOR and the SRIA isstill WRONG. Many of us in the metal finishing industry havequestioned the data from the beginning. CARB has had access to datafrom the air districts and yet when I look at the emissionsinventory I am confused. It seems like CARB is missing a lot ofdata so they are making up some generic calculations, usingpermitted amp/hrs as the reported throughput and a genericemissions calculation just to fill a blank space. How is CARB stillmoving forward with a vote to BAN without accurate numbers? Itappears that CARB has had an agenda to BAN the Hex Chrome from thebeginning and then find ways to justify it. CARB is not workingwith the Industry. The ATCM has reduced emissions over the lastdecades and can continue to do more with an emission based rule. Iurge CARB Staff and CARB Board to re-evaluate and correct the databefore thousands of good jobs and businesses are lost inCalifornia.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-09 11:08:58No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: No Safe LevelComment:According to the World Health Organization (WHO), there is no safelevel of alcohol consumption for humans. It is a class 1 carcinogenand contributes to seven different cancers. 

See:https://www.who.int/europe/news/item/04-01-2023-no-level-of-alcohol-consumption-is-safe-for-our-health#:~:text=The%20risks%20and%20harms%20associated,that%20does%20not%20affect%20health.

Yet, California actively promotes alcoholic beverages (wine)produced in the State and the governor of California owns a winery.

The CARB hypocrisy about having to ban chrome platers because thereis no known safe level of hexavalent chromium is very hard toswallow in this context. Apparently, someone in Californiagovernment does have the authority to override governmentalagencies when it comes to the "no safe limit" argument. 

I always filter my wine through a HEPA system.  

Have a nice day.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-09 13:16:20No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: CharlesLast Name: PomeroyEmail Address: cpomeroy@stilespomeroy.comAffiliation: MFACASubject: Letter to CARB Re Chrome Platers Proposed ATCM (Second Notice) w AttachmentsComment:Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/151-chromeatcm2023-WnFQaVEiUW4EYm0d.pdfOriginal File Name: (23.5.10) Letter to CARB Re Chrome Platers Proposed ATCM (Second Notice) w Att..pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-10 12:08:21No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: TraceyLast Name: CossEmail Address: traceycoss@scpci.comAffiliation: Subject: Second 15-Day NoticeComment:CARB has only addressed the decimal placement error for Hard Chromein this second 15-day comment period. The emission numbers afterthe decimal place correction are STILL WRONG. Modifications andadditional environmental analysis are necessary and required. CARBis proposing to ban a chemistry/process without good data or realevidence of emission problems. The emissions data remain flawed,inaccurate, and inconsistent in the record as originally presented,in the first 15-day Notice of proposed changes, and in this second15-day Notice of proposed changes. Without correct information, theconclusions drawn by CARB are based on flawed assumptions, whichwill potentially lead to legal challenges.Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-10 16:10:53No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: JerryLast Name: DesmondEmail Address: jerry@desmondlobbyfirm.comAffiliation: MFANC-MFASC-NASFSubject: Public CommentsComment:Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/153-chromeatcm2023-Vj5QNFYxUWYKUM0D.pdfOriginal File Name: CARB CrVI ATCM Letter 5-10-23.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-10 16:47:00No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: JamesLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Marginal Benefit of a banComment:Consider the marginal benefit to the public of including thefuture-dated 2039 ban in the rule. Especially consider that the banis subject to "technology reviews" which will require CARB staffand industry to come to agreement about factual truths. The ban is15 years away. There is no imminent benefit, only the cost ofindustry leaving the state and costing jobs in the communities theboard believes they are protecting. CARB staff and industry do notagree today that the emissions inventory presented by CARB isfactual. The source test average for hard chrome platers, inreality, is not the 0.000588 mg per amp-hour that CARB haspresented. This is a fact that the board can verify prior to avote. The board should insist that CARB staff provide them thesource test data for all facilities for verification. The board hasa duty to base decisions on facts. If decisions are not based onverifiable truth, of what value is a technology review? It servesno purpose except to appear to mitigate the impact of a ban whichhas a political motivation rather than a factual motivation. A bandoes not spur investment by small plating firms to invent thereplacement for hexavalent chrome. Each board member must decidewhere her moral axis is with respect to truth. Choose truth. Why isthere a need for CARB to present untruthful and misleading data tothe public in order to enact this rule? Are you a part of it? Whyare you on the CARB board? Are you a tool of a political patron oran independent thinker?Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-11 13:16:08No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-2.First Name: SylviaLast Name: RodriguezEmail Address: sylvia.rodriguez@amexplating.comAffiliation: MFANCSubject: Comments to Second NoticeComment:Comments are in the file.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/444-chromeatcm2023-VGZWYwMyVzEEM1Rl.pdfOriginal File Name: 230511 CARB -Via electronic submission.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-05-11 21:24:48No Duplicates.



Comment 1 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-3.First Name: CARMENLast Name: CAMPBELLEmail Address: lab@anaplexcorp.comAffiliation: Subject: NEW AMMENDEND HEX CHROME RULE Comment:To whom it may concern,
As a minority part owner of a metal finishing company; I appreciatethe community concerns regarding toxics that affect ourenvironment. But to be fair the community is the one who works forfacilities like metal finishers and some for over 20 years withoutany medical concerns related to exposure. Is unfortunate that thelack of industry science data knowledge hasn't been taken intoconsideration in regard to the true impact the aerospacemanufacturing industry has in the state of California. The industryfrom 2017-present has gone thru many changes that have modified theway the industry operates in favor of improving our environment airquality. Many have invested hundreds of thousands of dollars inBest Available Equipment to improve the environment. As some of theBoard members questioned, why if there are bigger fish in the pondcontributing higher levels of toxics why are we targeting the leastcontributor? In addition, rules are created to regulate and monitornot meant to band business without taken into consideration thelack of alternatives to some. Is like COVID; it was new, nearlytook out a government, did take out businesses but later withresearch and experiments were able to find ways to deal with aKILLER VIRUS. Thank you for your time and consideration. WE NEEDCOMMON SENSE RULES.
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-17 08:11:44No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-3.First Name: JerryLast Name: DesmondEmail Address: jerry@desmondlobbyfirm.comAffiliation: Metal Finishing Association of CASubject: Comments on Third Notice of Availability of Modified TextComment:Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/453-chromeatcm2023-VjVTNABzBTQBWFAz.pdfOriginal File Name: CARB CrVI ATCM Letter 10-20-23.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-20 13:58:07No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-3.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Aviation Repair Solutions, IncSubject: CARB eliminates BACT option without analysis of BACTComment:This comment pertains to the revision of paragraph one of section93102.4 to eliminate the phrase "except for those facilities thatonly operate enclosed hexavalent chromium plating tank" (sic). Withthis change, the rule rejects the final candidate for BACT eventhough no analysis was done or shown to the public to support thedecision. 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is required to follow theCalifornia Health and Safety Code. This is what the health andsafety code has to say about CARB's authority to regulate. CARB isto:

"reduce emissions to the lowest level achievable throughapplication of best available control technology or a moreeffective control method, unless the state board or a districtboard determines, based on an assessment of risk, that analternative level of emission reduction is adequate or necessary toprevent an endangerment of public health"

CARB has not proposed a more effective control method in thisregulation. CARB has proposed a ban. Labelled a "phaseout", it isan elimination of the industry. It is a ban. A ban is not a controlmethod. A phase out is not a control method. CARB did not analyzeexisting or potential BACT. CARB did not propose a BACT. Theelimination of enclosed hexavalent control tanks as a complianceoption is the last straw. Enclosed hexavalent chrome plating tankswere potentially a BACT. But now, with their elimination, withoutanalysis, CARB will be completely in violation of the CaliforniaHealth and Safety Code. 

A careful reading of the health and safety passage above revealsthe law does offer CARB the option of performing a risk assessmentto establish the necessity of an alternative to BACT, but CARB didnot perform a compliant risk analysis. To assess and compare risksin a compliant fashion, CARB would have had to analyze BACT andBACT alternatives. CARB would have had to select one of thosealternatives and then analyze the incremental risk that alternativewould have created. CARB did not do that. CARB created a riskanalysis that was based on an arbitrary emissions limit that CARBset. That emissions limit was one half the previous limit. There isno presentation of any analysis or conclusion explaining whyexactly one half the previous emission limit was chosen. There isno analysis explaining why zero, a ban, is a necessity consideringthe emission levels that currently available BACT options present.The table below points this out. 
	                                                EmissionLevel	Comment
2007 ATCM Limit             	         0.0015000	This is theexisting rule
2023 ATCM Limit (This Rule)	         0.0007500	This is CARBsproposed limit
Hard HEPA (Av Repair Sol)	         0.0000230	32 times BELOW thisATCM proposed limit
Hard with Covers (Merlin Tanks) 	  0.0000041	183 times BELOW thisATCM proposed limit

The Aviation Repair Solutions, Inc. source test shown in the tablewas a "Non-Detect" for hex chrome. It reflects the emission rate atthe detection limit under a very heavy plating amp hour load. Itwas a zero emission which only shows as a non-zero emission ratebecause of CARB rules about detection limits. The emission rateshown in the table for enclosed hooded tanks is even lower and wasalso very likely a non-detect for hex chrome. CARB failed toevaluate these two zero emission control technologies (HEPA andEnclosed Tanks) as BACT.

CARB does not reveal any discussion of BACT in the rule makingrecord as is required by law. There is no identification of a BACT.There is no analysis of any BACT emission rate or of any candidateBACT emission rates. The emission inventory shows emission rates bytype of emitter and in some cases averages them but it does notshow a rate for candidate BACTs. (But since the enclosed tank -Merlin statistic is alone on the table, we can see its' rate). Forhard chrome, CARB appears to have taken an average of all hardchrome tests (0.0005588). But, since that is an average of testsapplying to a set of different control technologies, it is invalidto have been used in replacement for the legal BACT requirement. 

 The Health Risk Assessment (Appendix F) did not analyze riskrelative to any BACT. Rather, it analyzed the risk associated withthe completely arbitrary 0.00075 proposed emission limit. Anemission limit is not a BACT. Analyzing the risk of a limit is notthe same as analyzing the risk of a control technology.  Theproposed rule materials provide no analysis or supporting rationalewhy the halving of the current limit to 0.00075 is or is notrelated to any BACT or to any particular level of public health. Itis just a number that is half the previous number. One wonders whyCARB took 2 or 3 years to produce the rule. We can see from thetable above that had CARB selected a BACT for analysis (either HEPAor Merlin tank) they could have performed the risk assessment withvalues of 0.000023 or 0.0000041 but they did not. CARB provided norationale why they performed a risk analysis that assumed emissionlevels would be 0.00075 when we can clearly see that much loweremission rates are possible with current BACT alternatives. CARBused a value for the risk analysis that is 32 to 183 times higherthan what these two potential BACTs can achieve. They created astrawman. They created a strawman number that, when analyzed as arisk proxy would fail and show potential harm to the public. Thetables CARB constructed to show potential emission risks are notconstructed with BACT, they are constructed with the strawmanemission level. 213 in a million, communicated by CARB staff to theboard, to the media, and to the public is a false risk.  

The emission model(s) in Appendix F use the strawman emissionlevel, they do not use BACT. As shown by the table above, the BACTfrom enclosed hexavalent chrome plating tanks is 183 times betterthan CARB'S "PIDOMA" number. CARB's allegation about 213 in amillion cancer risks from large facilities are not based on theHEPA systems those facilities are already required to use and arein use, rather they are based on the false strawman. How cynical,how deceptive, how misleading to the public is this? How damagingis this to the regulated industry? An industry which has spentmillions of dollars buying the BACT devices that this governmentalagency did not even analyze before declaring them insufficient.

CARB (in this rule) and the SC AQMD (currently) require facilitiesto conduct source tests of HEPA systems (BACT). The test resultsmust be submitted to the regulator (air district) for regulatoryreview. South Coast facilities have done this for more than adecade. So, there is a rich set of data from which CARB could haveconducted the legally required analysis of BACT. That data existsat SC AQMD (at least) and likely at several other regulators aswell. CARB did not review or analyze that data. CARB proves this inthe FSOR. CARB admits asking for the air districts to provide dataand explains that data was not provided by the districts. Industrywas not notified of this but industry is paying the price for thegovernmental dysfunction. The fact that one or two districts mayhave failed to be in on the conspiracy and a few results wereprovided (fourteen out of 110 facilities) adds a little color tothe story but it is still a story of incompetence at best andmalevolence at worst. There is no BACT analysis because ofgovernmental dysfunction. 

It is even more damning to consider that industry has paid millionsof dollars to implement control technologies that are capable ofproducing zero measured emissions and can achieve "Non-Detect"under heavy load conditions and yet CARB did not analyze them. CARBdid this even though the owners of that equipment are required byexisting regulations to source test them and turn the data over tothe air districts. CARB didn't use the data turned over to the airdistricts. Even more confounding is that CARB, IN THIS VERY RULEPROPOSAL, is requiring industry to increase the frequency of sourcetesting by a factor of 2.5 and to continue turning the data over tothe air districts. For what reason? So that CARB will again, notuse the data to determine if their own rule is effective? CARB mayhave unlimited resources with which to pay people to sit around andnot perform analyses but industry does not have the ability towaste money. These source tests cost at least $15,000 eachconsidering lost production time and test fees. It is astounding. 

I have made public comment from the beginning of public comment (myonly opportunity to provide input) about the deficiency of the CARB"emission inventory" and pointed to the lack of correct BACT sourcetest information. CARB staff has ignored me and took this to boardvote with full knowledge of this deficiency and lack of compliancewith law. I pointed out to CARB that I had provided them withsource test information about Aviation Repair Solutions, Inc., twoyears ago and that it had not been used. CARB's response to mycomments and to my provision of source test data in the FSOR isdamning. In Master Response 13 CARB states: "industry was notforthcoming in providing source test data that could be verified".This is not a statement about industry providing data, it is astatement about CARB's inability to verify based on not being ableto work with SC AQMD! This CARB response could even be viewed bythe public as CARB stating industry had lied about data! One couldimply that the data I provided was somehow not valid (verifiable)when in fact, it was the government that failed to call anotherbranch and request verification. CARB was to lazy to pick up aphone and call SC AQMD! There is no restriction on our source testdata that prevents AQMD from verifying the summary number or anon-detect! Yet, CARB hides behind this lamest of excuses. InMaster Response 11 CARB states: "This included information aboutactual throughput and source test data. To date, staff have notreceived any verifiable sources test data from members of industry.Staff has received purported source test results from specificfacility owners, but that information was summary in nature, andwhen staff requested the source test reports that would allow us toverify the values, those reports were not provided." They go on tostate in Master Response 11: CARB staff also requested source testdata from the Districts. In response to that request, CARB staffreceived verifiable source test data from the Districts for 14facilities. Since that was the data that was available at the timeof staff's analysis, that is what was used in determining thesource tested emission factors." 

That last quoted segment in Master Response 11 is proof that CARBcared more about an expedient result than a correct result -"available at the time of staff's analysis". Let's also note thatthe staff analysis referred to here must have occurred prior to thepublishing of the initial proposed rule and prior to any of thepublic comment periods. We know that because we see the use of onlythe 14 facilities right from the beginning. No adjustment was madeas more data became available (if it did) and no  adjustment wasmade as a result of public comments even though public comment werecalling the deficiency to CARB's attention. Truly pathetic behaviorby CARB and by CARB attorneys who should have been doing internalverifications to assure that CARB was putting truth out to thepublic.

Even with the 14 collected source results that the districts didturn over, CARB did not make a presentation of BACT alternatives,or results, or selection of a single BACT emission level from whicha relevant risk assessment could be made.

The risk assessment presented in appendix F shows the risks thepublic would face from an agency that does not follow the law andanalyze BACT and set emission levels using BACT. 

How can a risk assessment with a falsely inflated strawman baselineand which features no analysis of risks from BACT be used to provenecessity? The law is clear. The law requires necessity be shown ifCARB is to deviate from a BACT approach.  

Today the public is breathing 99 times more hex chrome emissions inCalifornia than produced by the metal finishing industry. We areonly 1% of emissions. After this lengthy, costly, two to three yeareffort, in which there was virtually no two-way involvement andcommunication between the CARB and industry, the competence ofwhich is described above, CARB will eliminate 1% of emissions inthe State. The other 99% will remain. Chair Randolph and Vice ChairSandra Berg asked staff about this in one of the CARB meetings.Randolph asked, "is it true that metal finishing is only 1%" andBerg asked "what are we doing about the refineries?".  Staffanswered that the 1% was consistent with CARB data and that CARBhad imposed plenty of other requirements on the refineries. (Note:there is no ban of refineries due to hex chrome).  So, I will askthe question, what is the BACT that CARB has apparently found to beacceptable for the refineries, the cement plants, the welders, theforges, etc.?  These emitters (99% of the hex chrome emitters inthe state) are not banned but the same toxin is being emitted.There is no consistency in CARBs behavior. 

The State of California needs roads, bridges, buildings, rail, andaircraft, all of which may require some emission of hexavalentchromium.

There may be a staffer/manager/board member at CARB who tries toremove this comment and claim that it is out-of-scope to the issueof "enclosed chrome plating tanks" from which it is derived. Thatstaffer/manager/board member is the very one who should be removedif CARB wants to resume being a data and science-based regulator.Data and science-based people don't find excuses for not collectingappropriate data for analysis. Data and science-based people do notavoid analysis. They are not afraid of analysis. Data andscience-based people do not construct strawman baselines from whichfalse progress can be claimed and false risks assessed. Data andscience-based people do not construct elaborate ruses filled withhalf-truths (data could not be verified) to fool the public. Dataand science-based people do not find ways to remove comments likethis from public comment because they are not afraid of analysis. 
This comment is in scope because it questions the removal of a BACTalternative without analysis and in light of a risk assessment thatdid not consider BACT and in light of nearly a hundred times moreemissions of the same toxic in the state by entities who havelesser controls than we do.

Ignorance is one thing. The willful continuation of ignorance(avoiding data collection and analysis) has other names. Willfulcontinuation of ignorance in violation of law takes things to awhole other level. 

It is past the time to do your lawful duty CARB. Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-24 12:27:13No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-3.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: What is the specific logic CARB used to bypass the Health and Safety Code?Comment:What is the specific logic path CARB used to reject enclosedhexavalent chrome tanks and HEPA ?
1) Is a "phaseout" (or ban) a "more effective control method"? Ifyes, what is the control?
2) Did the CARB perform an assessment of risk? When was itaccomplished?  Where are the results of it? Does CARB assert it isappendix F?
3) Relative to an alternative level of emission reduction, how was"adequacy" of HEPA and enclosed tank rejected? What analysis wasperformed? When was the analysis performed? When did the rejectiondecision occur?  Was the public or any working group able toprovide feedback to CARB about the analysis data and methods? 
4) Relative to an alternate level of emission reduction, how was"necessity" established? Was there an analysis performed? What werethe criteria used to determine necessity? When was the analysisperformed? When was the decision made?
5) What is the logic that makes it a necessity to ban enclosedhexavalent chrome tanks and chrome tanks with HEPA controls butmakes it not a necessity to ban welding, thermal spray, machining,heat treating, cement making, cement destruction, forging,recycling, refineries, driving cars and trucks (including electric)with brakes, etc., many of which do not require even HEPA?

Please provide a response in the public record (FSOR). Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-27 07:52:54No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-3.First Name: JimLast Name: MeyerEmail Address: jmeyer@aviation-repair.comAffiliation: Subject: Verification of InputsComment:I have stated in public comment that CARB did not use the HEPAsource test data I provided them regarding our 2019 Source Testwhich was a non-detect for hex chrome emissions. 

CARB responded to my comment by claiming our data could not beverified (See Response 203 and also the Master Responses 11 and13).

It is very important for the reader to understand that industry hada reasonable expectation that source test information we wererequired by law to turn over to the air districts was available toCARB.  So, why would industry turn source test data over to CARB?We thought they had it. The question that should be asked, and Iwill ask it now is: Why didn't CARB tell industry that they neededour Source Test Information? CARB never revealed the lack of sourcetest data to industry until publication of the FSOR. So, when CARBstates in Master Response 13 that industry "was not forthcoming inproviding source test data", this is beyond the bounds of whatreasonable people would consider as an appropriate response in apublic record. CARB should apologize to the public and to industryfor this statement. Or, maybe CARB should reveal how and when theydid inform industry of their lack of source test data. I was notinformed of CARB's lack of data until the FSOR. CARB, in myopinion, was not interested in seeing data that would lead to adifferent conclusion than they had already reached. This was not anunbiased process. 

But wait, there is more, CARB reports in the rulemaking materialsthat they did meet with Mr. Hugh Brown. Mr. Brown is a leadingauthority on source testing and CARB met with him because he is ahighly respected expert on the topic. CARB should provide therecord of discussion in that meeting. Did CARB inquire about mysource test? Did CARB ask about HEPA efficiencies Hugh Brown hadobserved? If asked, Mr. Brown could have easily verified our sourcetest result with CARB because he wrote our source test protocol andpersonally performed our source test. He is a credible verificationsource, a third party, and the individual who signed the reportsubmitted to AQMD. So, CARB's statement that my submittal was notverifiable is incorrect for two reasons; they could have verifiedwith AQMD and they could have verified with the man who performedthe test, both of whom they met and communicated with. At theconclusion of our source test, Mr. Brown informed me that we hadachieved a non-detect for hex chrome in our test and our sourcetest result memorialized that outcome. I hereby grant CARBpermission to view my source test result on hand with SC AQMD forthe purpose of verifying a non-detect and an emission rate of0.000023. I also give permission to SC AQMD to show the test toCARB. Please let me know if anything else stands in your way.

Lastly, I wonder how many other members of industry and of thepublic were faced with the additional barrier to comment that wasimposed on me and which is documented in Response 203. CARB states:

"The commentor did submit a document that summarized a number ofsource test runs from 2009 and 2019. However, this data waspresented in a one-page summary created by the commentor. Thecommentor did not provide the source test reports from the sourcetesting companies that conducted the tests. As such, CARB staffcould not confirm the validity of this data. For that reason, theunsubstantiated data was not used. CARB staff made no changes tothe Proposed Amendments based on the received comments." 

Setting aside CARBs failure to alert me to any problem with myinput, how many other members of industry and the public were heldto this standard? Inputs should not be "created by the commenter","the commenter did not provide the source test reports", "CARBstaff could not confirm the validity of the data". Why did myinputs to CARB require third party verification to be considered?Is that fair? Were comments from the public alluding to bad smellsnear some facilities thrown out for lack of third partyverifiability?

This is not a comment about the most recent change to the proposedrule. This comment is the first available opportunity to respondpublicly to the low blow CARB dished out in the FSOR responsehighlighted above.  I hope CARB will see a reason to keep thiscomment in the record and respond to this comment in a revisedFSOR. We do want the public record about this rule to be accuratedon't 
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-27 10:03:31No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-3.First Name: DavidLast Name: HillEmail Address: davidhill@electrolizingofla.comAffiliation: ElectrolizingSubject: HEX Chrome BanComment:Our company is a chrome plating processing facility in Los AngelesCA since 1947. We have been processing parts for aerospace, medicalequipment and military equipment applications among others.  We area necessary and essential business provider for our customers intheir various industries. Military and commercial aircrafts requirewhat we process as well as outline how we process. Allenvironmental and regulatory requirements set forth by the state ofCalifornia are the strictest in the nation and therefore requiredto be adhered to in order to remain open and processing. Theregulations currently in place are specifically outlined to ensurethat NO harmful chemicals are being discharged into local waterwaysor into the air from our facility. The county of LA is thoroughlymonitoring and testing all facilities to ensure current compliancefor PFAS and hexavalent chrome restrictions. We are a facility thathas been tested and found to be in full compliance with nodetriment to our employees and local environment. 
We here at Electrolizing have invested over $1 million to ensurethe safety of our employees and surrounding community. There is nosuitable alternative that would comply with the specificationrequirements for original equipment manufacturers in aerospace.Industrial chrome processing is highly regulated to ensureenvironmental and personnel safety. Our processing is situated assuch that we emit no hexavalent chromium into the air at any time.We have been a spearhead in the industry for air quality by addinghighly specialized covers and hydrogen gas absorbing filament inthose covers which filter/ resist 100% of the hexavalent chromium.  
What has not been published is what the industry is doing to ensurethat any detriment to the local population or environment ismitigated / eliminated. Advancements in information that isavailable as well as requirements that are currently being adheredto are not mentioned. The article notes that California has thestrictest laws in the country regarding this issue.
With the time and dollar value invested for health and safety, ourcompany has taken into consideration far more then what was listedor not listed in the article regarding what the industry is doingto prevent any further detriment to the air, landscape andwaterways. Furthermore, our stance is that we should not beincluded in the 2039 ban on hexavalent chrome use in Californiabased on the fact that we emit no hexavalent chrome fumes duringany point in our process. Being classified as an essential businessduring COVID we continued to serve our US military and commercialair crafts during the pandemic with industry leading parts toensure upmost safety. As a locally female owned business, we wouldbe remis to fall under the same classification as the unregulatedor noncompliant companies. 
Thank you for your consideration,
Susan B. Grant 
Owner / General Manager 
Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/457-chromeatcm2023-BmNROwBkVGQEdlAi.docxOriginal File Name: Electrolizing letter.docx Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-30 14:32:51No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Proposed Amendments to the ATCM for Chromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations (chromeatcm2023) - 15-3.First Name: FlorenceLast Name: GharibianEmail Address: florencegharibian@yahoo.comAffiliation: Del Amo Action CommitteeSubject: ATCM AmendmentsComment:October 30, 2023
On October 16, 2023. the California Air Resources Board releasedthe Chrome Plating ATCM Third Notice of Public Availability ofModified Text. Amendments to the Airborne Toxic Control Measure forChromium Electroplating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations. Wesupport the proposed amendments and commend the staff for theintegrity of this work.
This correspondence provides comments on the document. Asmentioned, in previous correspondence we were encouraged by theBoard's approval of the ATCM Amendments. Greg Harris and his staffmodified the language to correct grammatical errors and moreimportantly to clarify the language in the document.
Florence Gharibian, Chair of the Del Amo Action Committee served asa Branch Chief in Department of Toxic Substances ControlEnforcement Program for several years. Ambiguous languagediminishes the ability of inspectors to do the important work ofensuring regulatory requirements are met. It can also makecompliance more difficult.
As example of clarification of the ATCM Amendments staff removedthe word "only" and removed the phrase "except for the requirementsset in 93102.4" to clarify the applicability requirements forfacilities that have enclosed hexavalent chromium plating tank(s).This modification was necessary and strengthens the ASTM. Themodification makes it clear that chromium plating tanks are subjectto that section's requirements for facilities that use hexavalentchromium. Clearly the enclosure of hexavalent chromium platingtank(s) is necessary and significantly reduces air emissions ofthis dangerous chemical.
Thank You for providing an opportunity to comment,
Florence Gharibian, Chair Board of Directors
Del Amo Action Committee
Cynthia Babich, Director
Del Amo Action CommitteeAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach/458-chromeatcm2023-B2FVP10zVHVQMwRq.pdfOriginal File Name: FlorenceHexChrome10302023 (9).pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2023-10-31 15:57:54No Duplicates.


