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15 February 2008

To:  Jim Aguila, Lynn Baker – California Air Resources Board
From:  David Harmon - Hexion
Subject: Comments on Modified Regulatory Language [ 02/15/08] for 15-Day Public Comment Period for the ATCM for composite wood panel products.
First, the opportunity to continue input and dialogue regarding the ATCM for composite wood panel products is appreciated.

§ 93120.1(a)(19)  “Hardwood Plywood”... a platform consisting of lumber core, composite core, a special core material, or a special back material, joined ... [Emphasis added.]

The inclusion of ‘lumber core, special core material and special back material’ in this definition exceeds the scope of composite wood products.  Further, the formaldehyde emission characteristics of ‘lumber core, special core material and special back material’ are not adequately addressed in limitations expressed elsewhere in the regulation.

This general definition should include softwood species veneer core platform.  Additional comments are expected from the HPVA and others.
§ 93120.1(a)(34)  “Platform” means the veneer core, composite core, combination core, lumber core or special core material used in the manufacture of hardwood plywood or laminated products.  [Emphasis added.]

As this ATCM provides emissions limitations only for particleboard, medium density fiberboard and hardwood plywood, it is inappropriate to include lumber core or special core materials in this definition – as there are no guidelines regarding emissions for these exotic combinations.  Additionally, no guidance is given in the primary or secondary testing methods to cover these materials.
§ 93120.1(a)(36)  “Plywood” means ... veneers or composite core pressed ...  [Emphasis added.]

For clarity, plywood has been historically made from veneers.  Previous definitions have covered the use of particleboard, MDF and other materials (§ 93120.1(a)(4 & 6) in platforms, and it is recommended that reference to adhesively-bonded components other than veneer be eliminated from this definition.  Additional comments are expected from the APA , HPVA and others.
§ 93120.1(a)(37)  “Product Type” means a type of composite wood product that differs from another based on composition, thickness, number of plies (if hardwood plywood), and resin to distinguish one composite wood product from another made by the same manufacturer.
It is recommended that this definition be expanded to clarify at this point that the option exists to group individual products by major characteristics.  Such regrouping into classes is most commonly based on identifying those products that have similar emission characteristics, based on both QC testing and TPC testing results.  This is also much more practical, considering that a mill will typically have between a dozen and several hundred different individual products, many with quite similar emission characteristics.
This is an issue and practice with which the US manufacturers and US TPC agencies are generally accustomed and comfortable.  It is reasonable that this be clarified for others.

§ 93120.1(a)(43)  “Third Party Certifier” means ...
It is recommended to add to this definition:  “... and operates, and/or contracts testing with, a laboratory that is accredited by a signatory to the International Laboratory Accreditation Cooperation Mutual Recognition Arrangement (ILAC, 2000).
§ 93120.1(a)(44)  “Ultra-Low-Emitting Formaldehyde (ULEF) resins” means ...
This definition is too restricted to adequately address component influence factors.  Paraphrasing a previous comment submitted by the resin producers:  

“Mills have a large hand in the performance characteristics of their products.  It is common for them to be using multiple components in their binding system, and potentially sourcing those components from multiple suppliers.  Additionally they control the ratios of those components, and the conditions under which they are manufactured into the final product.  The emissions characteristics of the resulting products are dependent on the aggregate influences of all components and processes employed at the mill level.”

Therefore, it is recommended to modify this definition to include resin system components.  This would include base resins, formaldehyde scavenger resins, formaldehyde scavenger additives, catalyst systems and other additives that will (or may) affect overall composite wood product manufacturing processes and/or resulting emission characteristics.

Additional comments regarding § 93120.1:
It is recommended to add a definition for an ARB-approved and accredited testing laboratory (TPC or contracted).  Results of tests from such facilities must be fair and impartial as required for accreditation by a signatory to the International Laboratory Accreditation Cooperation Mutual Recognition Arrangement (ILAC, 2000), and as approved by ARB through equivalency proficiency testing.
§ 93120.2(a) Table 1, footnote (1)  “Based on the primary test method ...

It is recommended to modify this footnote to read as follows:  “Based on the primary test method [ASTM E1333-96 (2002)] or equivalent value from the approved secondary test method [e.g. ASTM D6007-02] in parts per million (ppm).  ...”  This would provide clarity and be in conformity with other portions of this regulation.

§ 93120.3(d)(7)  If the manufacturer decides to change resin systems ...

It is recommended that already certified mills be allowed the flexibility to perform trials that may involve modifications to their resins, additive systems and/or manufacturing processes.  It is recommended that flexibility to accommodate mill trials be incorporated into this section.  Product manufactured during those trials would have to be isolated and QC testing performed.  If testing results indicate that the emissions from the trial product meet requirements, the material may be certified and sold as such.  Obviously, product that does not meet emission requirements cannot be certified.
It is typical for panel producers to run several products from multiple adhesive suppliers either on the same production line or different production lines within the same plant, or rotate adhesive suppliers based on merit.  This is done for several reasons, assurance of qualified adhesive suppliers in the event one supplier can no longer supply, and competitive performance.  It is in the interest of both panel producers and adhesive suppliers to have a competitive environment not encumbered by lengthy qualifications caused by rule making measures.

As an example, when adhesives are developed for a specific panel producer they may be the efforts of months or years of laboratory development prior to a test run at a manufacturing plant which may last only several hours.  Panels produced during a test run are set aside for thorough quality evaluations.  Pending results of quality tests, panels are released as a specific panel grade.  Trial panels that do not meet emissions limitations can be directed into a non-certified category for alternate disposition relatively easily at this point.  Otherwise, panels not meeting quality requirements are generally relegated to a different quality grade which typically brings less value in the market place or in extreme cases will not be sold and reduced to wood fiber for raw material.  Test runs of new adhesives in panel plants are therefore limited to small production runs for quick verification because of the extraordinary costs.

Further examples of conditions that might require trialing include (but are not limited to) resin modifications to meet seasonal processing changes, evaluation of a different formulation (same or different supplier), evaluation of a newer (or different) technology resin or scavenger product, influence of other additives on emissions (such as fire-retardant, mold/mildew-resistant additive, termiticide, etc.).
Similar provision must be recognized and allowed to accommodate manufacturing process changes such as improved drying equipment, improved blending equipment, improved forming and/or pressing equipment, etc.
§ 93120.3(e)(4)  The ARB assigned number of the approved third party certifier.  This requirement does not apply ... [Emphasis added.]
This requirement should apply to all, as their verifying data originates under an approved TPC.

§ 93120.3(f)  Statement of compliance.  ...

The assigned number of the approved third party certifier requirement should apply to all, as their verifying data originates under an approved TPC.

§ 93120.3(g)(2)(E)  Identification of the ARB approved ...

The assigned number of the approved third party certifier requirement should apply to all, as their verifying data originates under an approved TPC.

§ 93120.3(g)(2)(F)  Manufacturers of HWPW, PB, and MDF using no-added formaldehyde based resins or ULEF resins must maintain records on an ongoing basis for each composite wood product produced including:

2.  Amount of resin use reported by volume and weight;
3.  Production volume reported as square feet per product type;

4.  Resin trade name, resin manufacturer contact information, and resin supplier contact information;

5.  Changes in press time by more than 20 percent for any product type; and ...
There are a number of issues with this subsection requirement description and of several of its specific elements (2, 3, 4 & 5).  
The subsection descriptor requires records for each composite wood product produced.  There are a number of issues with maintaining this type of information for every single combination of thickness, width, length, etc., as enumerated below in 2., 3., 4. and  5.  It is suggested that the manufacturer be allowed to combine the information under product types, as agreed upon with his respective third party certifier during the performance demonstration data collection period.
2.  Manufacturers typically utilize resins from more than one supplier, and may have reasons to shift between suppliers on a frequent basis.  Resins being used under this subsection are already performance qualified and approved by the Executive Officer during the application process.  As manufacturers typically maintain records of how much resin (and its trade name) they purchase from each supplier, quantity is not in question.  Additionally, HWPW manufacturers typically batch mix their resin with other ingredients and then apply the mixture in (typically) a roll applicator.  There is no in-line measurement of the amount of this resin mixture being used or applied.  Further, this batch mixture may be fed to any number of different applicators simultaneously.  At issue is the ability to track use to the individual product level.  This is not practical at the mill level, for reasons cited above.

3.  Production volumes are normally maintained by individual product; however the individual approved resins used at all points in the manufacturing process is difficult to tie in (see above).

4.  Resin trade name information is already available through normal mill records and covered under the ARB exemption application process.  Contact information requirements need to be better defined, considering the shifting economy and fluid nature of the business workforce.
5.  Changes in press time by more than 20 percent record requirements are particularly challenging.  Individual product press times are normally within a fairly narrow range; however, a grouping of products can easily have a range of press times that is significantly greater than 20% -- depending on how press times are normally recorded.  For example, many mills record elapsed clock time for a press cycle (thin is less and thick is greater) – while other mills record press time in seconds per millimeter of board thickness.  The latter method of expressing press cycle would be more amenable for meeting the 20% requirement.
§ 93120.9  Test Methods.

Clarify that all compliance testing and performance demonstration testing for NAFs and ULEFs must be done by an ARB-approved TPC using accredited laboratories.

Also clarify that mill QC testing does not have to be done by a TPC or an accredited laboratory.

Large scale chambers (E1333) must be accurately compared to the one used by CARB, as this is the gold standard for both compliance and enforcement testing.

The provisions in 93120.9 for equivalency are potentially appropriate for demonstrating equivalence among large chambers.  Use a “C” constant of 0.026 for all emissions measurement ranges.  This is absolutely critical to establishing performance capability among those using large chambers.

It is recommended to establish a round robin testing of the large chambers using five or six sets during 2008 (or the first year that the TPC lab participates), and following up with two or three sets every year or two thereafter.  This is absolutely critical, in that values from a large chamber are the basis for establishing compliance, and further that those choosing to utilize a secondary small chamber test must also have consistent equivalence performance as measured against a defined primary test method.
Do not need to require a different equivalence demonstration for different product types.  In the large chambers, this is already done through loading ratio.  The same is true when running comparison testing between large (E1333) and small (D6007) chamber methods.

It may be reasonable to require testing of the small versus large chambers using ten sets during 2008 (or the first year that the TPC lab participates), and following up with five sets every following year.  Once equivalence has been demonstrated it is reasonable to demonstrate continued performance on a reduced number of samples per year.
Small chamber tests do not have to be run in multiple sets to develop a good correlation against a large chamber.  Reference data developed using our small versus large chamber tests during 2007.

It may not be practical to require a fixed number of samples in two or three different ranges shown.  Certainly, this will be very problematic as we approach P2 level deadlines.  Also, some TPCs/labs may have a client base who are in the low emission range from the outset.
§ 93120.9(a)(2)(A)  ...In addition, the secondary method will be operated by testing nine specimens representing evenly spaced portions of an entire panel.  The nine specimens will be tested in groups of three specimens, resulting in three test results, which will be averaged to represent one data point for the panel for comparison...
Following is an example of sample sizes for particleboard in various small chambers at 1 air change per hour.
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1.000 65.29 25.704 37.69 14.840

0.067 16.91 6.659 9.77 3.845

0.047 14.15 5.573 8.17 3.217

0.020 9.23 3.635 5.33 2.099

Single sample Three sample set - Each

For illustration, all samples are square; thus only one 

number is shown for both length and width.


Many of the small scale chambers are operated at or near one air change per hour.  Given the chamber volume range requirement (0.02 to 1 m3) and reviewing the requirements relating air change rates to total exposed specimen surface area per product, it is not highly practical to require three samples per test set.  
Therefore, it is recommended to edit the above to “ ... In addition, the secondary method will be operated by testing up to three specimen sets.  Single or multiple sets shall consist of up to three samples, representing evenly spaced portions of an entire panel.  The specimen set(s) shall be tested and averaged (for multiple sample sets) to represent one data point as the panel emission result for comparison with a quality control test result from the same batch of panels tested by a manufacturer.  Additionally, the same sample set distribution (and grouping) shall be used in 93120.9(a)(2)(B)2. below.”
This modification will thus allow use of both conventional and high air change rate small scale chambers such as the DMC.

§ 93120.9(a)(2)(B)  “Equivalence between the secondary method and the primary method must be established by the third party certifier for each testing laboratory used by the third party certifier at a minimum frequency of annually.  Minimum requirements for equivalence demonstration will include conducting tests of a minimum of twelve comparison samples sets.  The following parameters must be met in the comparison:”
Recommend clarifying by adding “Performance equivalence between the secondary method and the primary method must be established and/or updated for each testing laboratory operated or contracted by the third party certifier at a minimum frequency of annually.  This will require testing of the small versus large chambers using ten sets during 2008 (or the first year that the TPC lab participates), and following up with five sets every following year.  The following parameters must be met in the comparison:”

§ 93120.9(a)(2)(B)2.  “For the secondary method, each comparison sample ... which will be averaged to represent one data point for the panel, and ...”
It is recommended to edit the above to “ For the secondary method, each comparison sample will consist of testing up to three specimen sets.  Single or multiple sets shall consist of up to three samples, representing evenly spaced portions of an entire panel.  The specimen set(s) shall be tested and averaged (for multiple sample sets) to represent one data point as the panel emission result, and matched to their respective primary method comparison sample result.”
§ 93120.9(a)(2)(B)3.  Comparison sample sets
See comments above.
§ 93120.12  Appendix 2.  Quality Assurance Requirements for Manufacturers of Composite Wood Products.  (a) Purpose.

Comment:  It would be appropriate to clarify that manufacturers using no-added formaldehyde based resins and ULEF resins will need to follow these requirements as they develop their performance demonstration data, and until an exemption is granted by the Executive Officer.  On granting of an exemption, these provisions are also exempted.
§ 93120.12  Appendix 2.  Quality Assurance Requirements for Manufacturers of Composite Wood Products.  (b)  Responsibility for Product Performance.

Comment:  This is responsibility exists outside the scope of just this appendix.  It would be more appropriate to state this in the main body of the regulation.
§ 93120.12  Appendix 2.  Quality Assurance Requirements for Manufacturers of Composite Wood Products.  (f)(2)  Correlation of Primary or Secondary Method and Small Scale Test Values  

Comment:  Is it feasible to allow the use of existing correlations between the mill and their TPC, as long as the TPC becomes ARB-approved?  I believe that existing TPCs are already using E1333 large chambers and have established correlations for each of their customer mills.
This would allow the mills and TPCs that do not currently have correlations established the priority access of testing facilities, and help assure that compliance timelines are met by the largest possible number of composite panel manufacturers.

§ 93120.12  Appendix 2.  Quality Assurance Requirements for Manufacturers of Composite Wood Products.  (f)(3)(A)2.  Quarterly Chamber Test Hardwood Plywood (HWPW)  ...determined by the third party certifier, after review of routine weekly quality control data, to have the highest potential to emit formaldehyde.  Manufacturers...  [Emphasis added.]
Comment:  Records review and evaluation is covered under the duties of the third party certifier in Appendix 3.  It is recommended to eliminate the italicized portion of this section reference.
§ 93120.12  Appendix 2.  Quality Assurance Requirements for Manufacturers of Composite Wood Products.  (g)(4)(A)  Basic Testing Frequency PB and MDF

...for each production line for each product type.  Manufacturers of PB and MDF that use ULEF resins and have received ARB approval under section 93120.3(d) must conduct routine quality control tests at least weekly for each production line for each product type.  Quality control samples...  [Emphasis added]

Comment:  This is addressed in a following section covering reduced testing frequency for PB and MDF.  It is also inconsistent with that section, i.e. once per week versus once per 48 hours.  Recommend that the above (italicized )be moved to the appropriate subsection, and reconciled with regard to frequency.









