Comment 1 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Charles

Last Name: Davis

Email Address: regalair@cox.net
Affiliation: Regal Air Quality, Inc.

Subject: Comments on CWP Formal dehyde Emissons Report
Comment:

Pl ease see attached docunent for coments.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/1-comments _on_arb_staff report.doc'

Origina File Name: Comments on ARB staff report.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-03-19 09:57:22

No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Hal

Last Name: Levin

Email Address: hal.levin@buildingecology.com
Affiliation: Building Ecology Research Group

Subject: CompWood reg
Comment:

1. The target levels of fornmal dehyde emi ssions for this regul ation
are far too high. It nmakes very little sense to inplenment this
regul atory process without achieving a far nore substantia
difference in the ultimte exposures of the popul ation

For mal dehyde is a carcinogen and irritant and a nore vigorous
effort to control popul ati on exposure from CWP i s warranted.
Substantial reductions in formal dehyde em ssions from CWPs have
been achi eved over the past 25 years through nore carefu
formul ati on of adhesives and through inproved quality control in
the CWP manufacturing process. Further reduction is technically
feasi bl e and should not be disnissed as the preferable option

2. Alternative (non-formal dehyde based) adhesives are al so
avai l abl e for the proposed regul ated products in which

formal dehyde is widely used. It is difficult to justify continued
popul ati on exposure to fornmal dehyde at the |l evels contenplated in
the proposed regulated in light of this fact and the carci nogen
status of formal dehyde.

3. State office buildings (Capitol Area East End Project) have
been built during the past five years where far lower criteria
were used for fornal dehyde em ssions. Proportional reductions of
nore than a factor of three would be appropriate based on the
standards used for the State's own of fice buil dings.

4. The econonic analysis is flawed in that it does not take into
account the cost of ventilation necessary to reduce airborne
concentrations of formal dehyde by dilution ventilation to achieve
| evel s that could be achieved nore effectively at the one-tine
first cost of lower enmitting CWP. This ventilation has an inpact
not only on operating costs but also on carbon enissions due to
el ectric power plant operation and em ssions. For exanple, if

eni ssions were reduced by a factor of four, roughly only
one-fourth the outdoor air would be necessary to dilute the
concentrations in the air according to an oversinplified nmass

bal ance nodel to achi eve the sane indoor air concentration. Since
the em ssions from CAP generally have half-lives of several years,
this means that several years worth of significantly increased
ventil ation would be necessary to provide the same protection to
the public as would be provided by a reduction in the intial
source strength of fornmal dehyde eni ssions.

5. CWPs are one of if not the dom nant sources of formal dehyde
em ssions to the indoor environment, especially but not
exclusively in residential environnents. Qutdoor air ventilation



is not generally commopn or adequate there, nostly provided by

i nci dental |eakage of the building exterior "envelope.” While
energy cost and carbon emission limtations are inportant current
and future constraints on energy consunption to ventilate and to
heat and cool outdoor air used for ventilation, the incentives for
source strength reduction are likely to increase considerably in
the com ng years in order to achieve a given |evel of genera
popul ati on exposure to indoor source pollutants.

6. CARB has had a relatively forward-1ooking guideline and target
for indoor fornal dehyde concentrations for nany years now. This
proposed regulation is far |less stringent that what woul d be
necessary to achieve that target. CARB should take nore effective
action now on this well-known and w del y-di stributed substance to
reduce the future costs of reduction by ventilation or renoval and
repl acenent of strong sources, especially the wi dely-used CW

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/2-comment_by hal levin_on_carb _proposed_regulation_of cwp.doc'

Original File Name: Comment by Hal Levin on CARB proposed regulation of CWP.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-03-28 16:51:36

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Joseph

Last Name: Hetzel

Email Address: Jhetzel @taol.com

Affiliation: Door & Access Systems Manufacturers Assn

Subject: Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
Comment:

See attached letter we e-nmailed to JimAguila in Cctober 2006.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/4-proposed new_section 93120 title 17 ca code of regs-jaguila-calepa-
1006.pdf’

Original File Name: Proposed New Section 93120 Title 17 CA Code of Regs-JAguila-CalEpa-
1006.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-04 12:12:51

No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Sherman

Email Address; tom@cabinetmen.com
Affiliation:

Subject: A Couple of Points---------
Comment:

As the owner of a small cabinetshop (under $1 million/year
volunme) ' mwatching this issue with a some interest.

Despite your assurances, | see a larger than confortable potentia
for danage to small shops like mine in several possible ways:

1. The proposal will still allow the inportation of non-conpliant
panels for use in fabrication of products whose eventua
destination is outside the state. Just as there are unlicensed,

uni nsured shops in operation despite the best efforts of the CSLB
t hese same shops will likely find ways to procure and use these
non- conpliant panels for in-state distribution. Not only does this
have the potential to undercut the small shops wi th whomthese
nonconpl i ant shops would be in conpetition, but we conpliant shops
wi Il be squeezed fromthe other side as well, sharing the costs of
i nspection/ conpliance/ enforcenment. Further obfuscating the inpact
of this issue is a statement on Page 212, subsection titled

"Cabi nets", which seens to inply that conpliance with this program
m ght be voluntary, an unlikely prem se given the intent of the

pr oposal

2. On page 215, under the subsection titled "Renodeling Project",
you suggest that the panel costs for a $25,000.00 kitchen are
$600. 00. This subsection refers to Tables VII11-18 & 19, which
appear to have been onitted fromthe proposal. Using Table VIII-17
as a reference, one can extrapol ate that a $25,000 ki tchen, using
3/ 4" mapl e pl ywood pre-conpliance pricing of $38, should only
require 15-3/4 sheets of plywod for the entire job, including
countertops. Both the price per sheet and the number of sheets are
understated here, likely by around 20-25% at a guess. This

obvi ously understates, then, the cost inpact of the subsequent

i mpl enent ati on of Phase 2 standards.

| recently read an article in one of the trade journals (I wll be
happy to hunt this up and send it along to you, although |I suspect
you al ready have it) which contends that the average person emts
nore formal dehyde from his body than do all the wood products
combined in his residence. | nmention this, assunming it is true, as
a point of interest and reference.



Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-09 11:35:12

No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Andrew

Last Name: Rink

Email Address: AndrewR@jeld-wen.com
Affiliation;: JELD-WEN, inc.

Subject: Proposed ATCM to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/7-compwood07-5.pdf’

Original File Name: compwood07-5.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-13 10:09:20

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for For maldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: David

Last Name: Harmon

Email Address: David.Harmon@Hexion.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Comments on the ATCM to Reduce Formal dehyde Emissions from Composite Wood
Products
Comment:

Comments — Dynea, GP, Hexion Pg 1 of 5 13 April 2007

To: Cal EPA, Air Resource Board

From Dynea North America — Tom Hol | oway; Georgia-Pacific
Chenmicals, LLC — Pabl o Dopi co; Hexion Specialty Chenmicals, Inc. —
David M Harnmon

Subject: California Air Resources Board (CARB) proposed Airborne
Toxi ¢ Control Measure to Reduce Fornal dehyde Emi ssions from
Conposite Wod Products

Conments representing the position of major resin suppliers in
North Anerica for the subject regulation follow The focus of
these conments is the section of the proposal that grants

i ncentives (exenptions) only for no-added fornal dehyde resin
[“NAF"] systens. This provision places no requirenent for actua
raw panel emni ssions produced with a qualifying-exenpt systemto be
| ower than those defined in the appropriate tables of the Proposed
Regul ation Order and is therefore inconsistent with establishing
an em ssion based regulation. Further, it discrimnates against

f or mal dehyde- based systens that nmay yield sinmlar results as NAF
syst ens.

For exanple, a review of the Best Avail able Control Technol ogy
(BACT) analysis tables [ISOR Chapter V, tables V-22, 24, and 26]
reveal s the follow ng:

 ldentification of a NAF binder systemnoted to yield ASTM E1333
enmi ssions | ess than or equal to 0.05 ppm

 ldentification of a fornal dehyde-based adhesive system
characterized at less than or equal to 0.0lppm

The Proposed Regul ati on Order woul d exenpt the NAF bi nder, but
woul d hol d the manufacturer using the formal dehyde based

t echnol ogy accountabl e for conpliance in accordance with the third
party testing protocol outlined in the regulation

More specifically, NAF binders are afforded the opportunity in
93120.3 (e) (1) to qualify for an exenption from conpliance with
third party certification based on “a denonstration of the

em ssi ons performance of the candi date no-added fornal dehyde based
resins. “ However, the criteria required for such a denonstration
of em ssions performance which warrants consideration for the
exenption are not clearly specified in the regulation. Section
93120.3 (e) (4) sinmply requires that “the evidence subnitted by
the applicant is sufficient to denonstrate that the applicant can
neet the em ssions standards specified in section 93120.3 (a).”
This section does not specifically require conpliance with phase 2
to obtain approval for exenmption. Furthernore, the third party
certification which constitutes the backbone of the assurance and



enforcenent protocols in the regulation are thus not required of
NAF bi nders. In contrast, the same opportunity for an exenption
fromthird-party certification and ongoing testing is not offered
to fornmal dehyde-based bi nders.

We recommend that a level playing field be established for al
adhesi ves (and panel products produced fromthose adhesives) that
i s performance-based and technol ogy encouragi ng. A potenti al
solution is to require all adhesive categories to conply with the
testing protocol outlined in the regulation and grant a pane
manuf act urer exenpt status only once the third-party certified
data obtained in accordance with 93120.3 (b) indicates that the
conbi nati on of

Conments — Dynea, GP, Hexion Pg 2 of 5 13 April 2007

adhesi ve system and panel processing conditions yields the desired
results (for exanple, achieving the applicable Proposed Phase 2

| evel defined in the regulation or a percentage thereof). The
benefits of this approach are:

» establishes clearly defined em ssion characteristics for

exenpt -eligi bl e panel products that may be | ower than the current
criteria,

* encourages both short and | ong term adhesi ve and pane

manuf acturing i nnovati on conmensurate with potential for acquiring
exenpt status based on docunented eni ssion performance,

« elimnates the uncertainties associated with formal dehyde

em ssi on conmponent variability (substrate, adhesive, and ot her
processi ng conditions), and

* enabl es a panel manufacturer to establish cost/benefits

associ ated with establishing exenpt status.

Det ai | ed Background and Conments

Staff has repeatedly indicated during precedi ng workshops t hat
they do not intend to desel ect formal dehyde based resins, but when
they grant an exenption to no-added fornal dehyde [“NAF"] products
that is not available to equivalently lowemtting fornal dehyde
bonded products, such as the PF-bonded particl eboard that they
describe in the BACT analysis, they are de facto desel ecting the
f or mal dehyde- based options. The additional costs for

f or mal dehyde- based resin bonded products due to QA testing
requirenents, third party certification, and the liability of
penalties for non-conpliance that are not equally inmposed on the
no- added formal dehyde products nay very well drive board

manuf acturers to select the no-added fornmal dehyde option even

t hough the performance criteria could be net with a

f or mal dehyde- based resin (which is thereby “desel ected”).

As was pointed out by M. WII Warburg (Pl um Creek Ti nber Conpany)
at a recent Public Wrkshop, switching fromthe current UF resins
to PF resins would result in a manufacturing capacity decrease of
about 20%in a MDF plant. O her conpani es’ experiences in

particl eboard manufacturing plants have shown even nore drastic
reductions in productivity with the use of PF resins.

Currently, North America consunes approximately 3 billion pounds
of UF-based resins annually. Gven that California consunes about
10% of the products made with UF-based resins, this transl ates
into about 300 mIlion pounds to neet current market demands — not
counting inmports. There is not enough existing resin manufacturing
capacity, especially anong NAF sources, to replace this vol une.
Even converting existing UF manufacturing capacity to manufacture
t he performance-equival ent repl acenent anount of PF production
woul d be highly unlikely in the tinefrane all owed under the
proposed regul ation order. Further, we anticipate that the inpact
will be larger than that which has historically been observed due
to the California market alone. No commrercially viable binding
technol ogy exists for conposite products except hardwood pl ywood



t hat does not include the use of fornmal dehyde.

Comments — Dynea, GP, Hexion Pg 3 of 5 13 April 2007

Therefore, we recommend a “level playing field” for all adhesives,
and the products nade fromthose adhesives. W woul d support a
benefici al approach that is performance-based and technol ogy
encouraging. In fact, the Staff Report (ISOR) provided nearly al
the el enments necessary to define a perfornmance-based criterion

A review of the BACT analysis tables [I SOR Chapter V, tables V-22,
-24 & -26] listing enmission characteristics of products that will
neet the proposed Phase 2 enissions requirenents made with

“no- added formal dehyde” shows three SierraPine MDF products with
ASTM E1333 emissions < 0.05 ppm Under exenption application
provisions in the Proposed Regul ation order [ISOR Appendi x A,
section 93120.3(e)(1-6)], “[T]lhe Executive Oficer shall issue an
Executive Order approving the application if the evidence
submtted by the applicant is sufficient to denonstrate that the
applicant can neet the em ssion standards specified in section
93120. 2(a) through the use of no-added fornal dehyde based resins.
The approval shall have a duration of two years, and the

manuf acturer may reapply for approval as provided in this
section.”

Addi tional review of the above-cited BACT anal ysis tables reveals
t hat Roseburg’s Skyblend ® Particl eboard enissions are
characterized at < 0.01 ppm which is substantially | ower than the
< 0.05 ppmenissions listed for SierraPine’ s NAF MDF products.

Al so, other listed products that are nanufactured using

f or mal dehyde- based resin systens are shown with em ssions equal to
or less than those for the NAF, exenption-candidate SierraPine MDF
products.

Therefore, the ability of select formal dehyde-based bondi ng
systens to provide | ow formal dehyde em ssions equivalent to

NAF- based bondi ng systens has been established. The denpnstration
techni ques (ASTM E1333 or correl ated equi val ent ARB-approved

net hodol ogy) are al so equi val ent.

ARB Staff has provided the concept of “Near-zero em ssion” [“NZE"]
(ISOR, Ch V, Tables V-24 & V-26) products that can be cohesively
defined to bridge existing gaps and provide the basis for a

per f or mance- based, technol ogy-encouragi ng, and nutual ly beneficia
nodi fication to the Proposed Regul ati on O der.

Specifically, it is proposed to establish a conmon,

performance- based category for third-party certification exenption
eligible “Near-zero” formal dehyde em ssion products [“NZE'] as

t hose havi ng an ASTM E1333 neasured or extrapol ated formal dehyde
eni ssion neeting the applicable Phase 2 emissions linmt or some
percentage thereof. This would replace the currently defined

“no- added formal dehyde resins” in the body of the Proposed
Regul ati on Order, and woul d be exenption eligible under
application and perfornmance ternms as ot herw se stated.

It should be specified in the regulation that screening testing
and enforcement testing will be conducted on all products equally,
i ncludi ng those granted exenption under applicable sections of the
regul ati on order.

Comments — Dynea, GP, Hexion Pg 4 of 5 13 April 2007

Benefits:

This woul d pl ace a reasonable and clearly defined criterion for
the em ssions characteristics of exenption-qualifying products.
Thi s approach encourages both short and | onger termresin and
manuf acturi ng process devel opnent with comensurate potential for
certification exenption based on docunented performance
equi val ency for all conpeting resin and manufacturing

t echnol ogi es.

Wi | e product vol unes manufactured with technol ogy-forcing



“no- added formal dehyde” resins mght be sufficient to neet the
consunption needs of the State of California, they are not
adequate to fulfill the needs of other States and/or countries
that are likely to follow California’s em ssions linmting

regul ation | ead. Incorporation of the “Near-zero” proposal would
addi tional |y encourage gl obal devel opment of conparably perform ng
products.

Rat i onal

This proposal will fornmally and fairly recognize achi evenent of
desired results under consistent and defined criterion. It does
not di m ni sh achi evenent based on | abels or perception

Wbod products manufacturers will have clearly defined perfornance
gui del i nes, by which they can evaluate their opportunities and
options, along with nore accurately deternining the associ ated
costs. This is key to their business decision process.

Ref er ences:

ISOR Ch V, Pg 63: “In general, staff projects that BACT will be
based on refornul ated UF resins. However, the proposed regul ation
provides an incentive for panel nanufacturers to convert to no
added HCHO resins early by not having to conply with the

requi renment to performaquarterly enission tests of their products
under a third party certification program?”

SOR Ch V, Section A 3., Table V-2 (Pg 68) indicates that under
Japanese Building Stand Law C assifications that F**** board usage
has no restrictions.

ISOR Ch V, § E (Pgs 101 - 106), presents the Technical basis for

t he Proposed Enission Standards and introduces the concept of
“Near - zero HCHO Eni ssi ons.

| SOR Appendi x A (Proposed Regul ation Order), Section
93120.1(a)(25) [Pg A-4] defines “[“N o-added formal dehyde based
resins” nmeans resins fornulated with no-added fornal dehyde as part
of the resin cross linking structure for naking hardwod plywood,
particl eboard, or nediumdensity fiberboard. “No-added

formal dehyde based resins include, but are not limted to, resins
made from soy, polyvinyl acetate, or nethylene diisocyanate.”
Comments — Dynea, GP, Hexion Pg 5 of 5 13 April 2007

| SOR Appendi x A (Proposed Regul ation Order), Section 93120.3(e) (1)
provi des for exenmption fromthird party certification for

manuf acturers who plan to use no-added fornal dehyde based resins.
| SOR Appendi x A (Proposed Regul ation Order), Section 93120.3(e)(4)
provides that “[T] he Executive O ficer shall issue an Executive
Order approving the application if the evidence submtted by the
applicant is sufficient to denonstrate that the applicant can neet
t he emission standards specified in section 93120.2(a) through the
use of no-added fornmal dehyde based resins. The approval shall have
a duration of two years, and the manufacturer may reapply for
approval as provided in this section.”

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/8-industry _comments to _carb_- 041307 _final.pdf'

Original File Name: Industry Comments to CARB - 041307 Final.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-13 15:32:02

No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Brock

Last Name: Landry

Email Address: brlandry@venable.com
Affiliation: California Wood Industries Coalition

Subject: CWIC Initial Comments on Composite Wood ATCM
Comment:

Attached are initial coments (in pdf format) of the California
Wyod I ndustries Coalition dealing with various |anguage and
techni cal aspects of the draft regulation. Substantive coments
on other issues with the regulation will follow

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/10-scan001. pdf’

Origina File Name: Scan001.PDF
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-16 07:50:47

No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Leah

Last Name: Rose

Email Address: Irose@formaldehyde.org
Affiliation: Formaldehyde Council, Inc.

Subject: Formaldehyde Council, Inc. Comments
Comment:

Dear California Air Resources Board O erk

Pl ease see the Fornal dehyde Council, Inc.'s comrents on the
Conposite Wod Products Airborne Toxic Control Measure attached
for distribution to the Board.

Thank you for your assistance.

Regar ds,

Leah Rose

Manager, Regul atory Affairs
For mal dehyde Council, Inc.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/14-fci_carb_cwp_comments_04-16-2007.pdf’

Original File Name: FCI CARB CWP Comments 04-16-2007.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-16 11:30:23

No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Juhani

Last Name: Haikala

Email Address: juhani @pdusa.com
Affiliation: Plywood & Door Mfrs. Corp.

Subject: Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite
Wood Panels
Comment:

Wen readi ng the proposal | could not help but notice that

sof twood pl ywood seens to be excluded. | realize that nost

sof twood pl ywood i s bonded with phenol formal dehype adhesive but
so i s much of the hardwood plywod that we sell. Reading the

regul ation it would appear that hardwood pl ywood panels used in
formwrk woul d be regul ated but that softwood pl ywood panel s woul d
not be. This would create an uneven playing field wthout

i mproving public health. |1 would hope that all panel products
woul d fall under the

regul ation if adopted. Thank you.

Juhani Hai kal a
Pl ywood & Door Mrs. Corp.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-16 14:54:29

No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Higgins

Email Address: thiggins@prosetta.com
Affiliation:

Subject: The Formaldehyde-Free Coaliton FAQ's
Comment:

Comment s attached

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/17-2007.04.16 _frequentlyaskedquestions.doc'

Origina File Name: 2007.04.16 FrequentlyAskedQuestions.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-16 16:10:20

No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Higgins

Email Address: thiggins@prosetta.com
Affiliation: Formaldehyde-Free Coalition

Subject: City of Los Angeles Resolution in support of CARB action
Comment:

Pl ease see attachment.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/19-formaldehyde reso.pdf’

Original File Name: Formal dehyde reso.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-17 09:55:40

No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Higgins

Email Address: thiggins@prosetta.com
Affiliation: Formaldehyde-Free Coalition

Subject: Letter in support of proposed regulations
Comment:

Pl ease see attachment.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/20-letter_of support to carb_on_formal dehyde.pdf'

Original File Name: Letter of Support to CARB on formaldehyde.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-17 10:00:38

No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Lent

Email Address: tlent@healthybuilding.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Testimony on Composite Wood ATCM
Comment:

Thank you for this opportunity to submt testinony in support of a
strengt hened Conposite Wod ATCM | strongly support the Air
Resources Board consideration of this issue and urge the Board to
strengthen requirenents of the staff proposal in the interest of
saving lives and reducing the human and econom c cost that

formal dehyde eni ssions exact on California citizens.

In nmy attached testinony | discuss the context of this regulation
and how it is an inportant conplenent to efforts already underway
to protect human health fromthis toxicant.

Thank you.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/22-composite wood_atcm_testimony_to_carb_by hbn.pdf’

Original File Name: Composite Wood ATCM testimony to CARB by HBN.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-17 19:37:21

No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: C. Richard

Last Name: Titus

Email Address: dtitus@kcma.org

Affiliation: Kitchen Cabinet Manufacturers Associatio

Subject: KCMA Comments on ATCM for Composite Wood Products
Comment:

The Kitchen Cabi net Manufacturers Association (KCMA) is the
national trade association for nanufacturers of kitchen cabinets,
bath vanities and cabinets for other roons. The association was
founded 53 years ago and now has 380 nenmbers. KCMA nenber
conpani es who manufacture or market in California account for 50%
to 60% of the California narket. It should be pointed out that
California is unique in that there are approxinmately 1,200 small
cabi net maki ng shops (1-20 enpl oyees) operating in California.
This is approxi mately 60% nore than any other state. Thus, the
proposed ATCM wi Il have an enornous inpact on snmall businesses
across the state, particularly when you factor in the nmany
conponents of the distribution chain — retailers, home centers,
renodel ers, and buil ders.

Since virtually all cabinetry produced today contains a m xture of
solid wood, particleboard, plywood or nmediumdensity fiberboard,

t he proposed ATCM on conpwood is very significant to this

i ndustry. The proposed ATCM has the potential to disrupt existing
supply chain relationships, contribute to possible nateria
shortages in the future, inmpose a significant paperwork burden on
all manufacturers, and greatly increase liability for cabinet
manuf actures and their suppliers. The regulation is certain to

i ncrease manufacturing costs, likely nore than estimted by the
CARB staff, and, therefore, is a najor cause of concern when
gl obal conpetition threatens all U S. nanufacturing. Today,

cabi net manufacturing remains a predominately North American
i ndustry. That coul d change.

Consi dering the huge additional cost and questionable ability of
conposite wood producers to neet the extrenely | ow enission |evels
of Phase Il of the proposed ATCM we request the Board to | ower the
Phase Il ceiling values to achievable |evels requested by the
California Wod | ndustry Coalition

The Board needs to understand that the ATCMw Il becone a de facto
nati onal standard. KCVA nenbers with production outside the state
but who market in California will be forced to use only ATCM
conpliant materials in order to insure conpliance. Today’s
advanced production technol ogy makes it inpossible to track

i ndi vi dual pieces obtained froma specific conposite wood panel so
as to verify conpliance. | am aware of no conpany, other than
those operating in California, that could dedicate an entire
plant’s operations exclusively to products for the California

mar ket and renain conpetitive.



The ATCM defi nes cabi net manufacturers as “fabricators.” KCVA
agrees with the approach taken in the ATCMto focus testing

requi renents on the conposite wood products used to nmake cabinetry
and not on the finished product. It would be extrenmely difficult
and costly to devel op test nethodol ogy for the vast array of
possi bl e conmbi nations of materials and sizes typical of industry
products. The certification requirenents and so-called “paper
trail” contained in the ATCM and required through the cabi net
manuf act uri ng/ di stributor chain should provide the necessary

i nfornati on for enforcenent and notice purposes.

There is no reason to exclude | ocal governnent agencies or schoo
districts fromthe definition of “fabricator,” particularly if
they will engage in conmerce and conpete with those who are
regul at ed.

Key el enents of the enforcenent phase remain vague and inconpl ete.
For exanple, how the regulation will be enforced wi th hundreds of
smal | cabinet nakers in the state who go direct to the consuner
versus cabi nets obtained by enforcement officials fromretai
operations still is unclear. The regulation, particularly Phase
Il could lead to material shortages, which would drive prices up
and devastate small conpanies who would find it nmore difficult to
conpete with |arger conpanies who often are able to obtain supply
advant ages due to the size and volune of their activities.

It appears that the cost estinmates both for cabinet manufacturers
and home buyer/renodel ers have been underestimated by 20 percent
or nore. Contrary to the assunption in the staff report, cabinet
manuf acturers typically are able to achieve approximately 80%
efficiency fromthe conposite panel products used to produce the
requi site cabinet parts; not the 100%yield assuned in the staff
report.

It was difficult to fully address this issue since two tables
(M1, 18 & 19, p. 215) referenced in the report were not
avai l able for review. Nonetheless, it appears that the added cost
to consuners and to manufacturers is seriously understated in the
report.

We question the wi sdom of a regul atory approach that rewards
unproven or questionable substitute adhesives, nany of which have
safety and health issues of their own. Substitute products need
to prove thensel ves under actual manufacturing/real usage
conditions over an adequate period of time to determine their
acceptability. There has been little or no discussion of the
performance characteristics of proposed alternatives to conpwood.
For exanple, there have been reports of del anmi nation problens from
t he formal dehyde-free soy substitute touted in several of the
publ i c workshops. Phenol formal dehyde can have appearance i ssues,
based on experience in the cabinet industry.

Those who purchase cabinetry expect themto |ast many years.
Research by the National Association of Hone Buil ders (NAHB) has
found that cabinets |ast an average of 50 years. In conparison
appliances last only 13-15 years, steel sinks 10, and cul tured

mar bl e countertops 20, two and one-half tines |ess than cabinets.
The UF products used by the cabinet industry have a long history of
hel ping to achi eve this standard. The industry is concerned that
wi thout the benefit of additional pilot studies or adequate tine
to effectively gauge the performance characteristics of the
substitute products against the real-life conditions typical for



our products, the hard-won reputation for durable, fashionable and
| ong-l asting cabinetry could be | ost or damaged. Any | oss of
consumer confidence would do irreparable harmto the industry.

CARB staff has done a nbst commendable job in conpiling its 200+
page report on fornmal dehyde. Absent, however, is reference to the
ongoing effort at the U S. EPA the National Cancer Institute, and
others in the scientific comunity to better neasure and assess
the risk fromexposure to |low | evel s of fornal dehyde.

Before i npl enmenting Phase Il of the proposed ATCM we request that
CARB consi der the | atest science devel oped since the | ARC deci sion
and adj ust your 1992 fornal dehyde ri sk assessment as appropriate.
Wth fornal dehyde being a naturally occurring substance for

t housands of years, clearly there is a safe exposure level. An
accurate determnation of risk is essential

W believe that requiring both product |abeling and witten notice
on contracts or bills-of-lading (93120.7(d) (1) and (2) is
duplicative and inposes an unnecessary additional paperwork
burden, particularly on smaller conpanies. W suggest that the

[ abeling requirenent, with the option to present the required

i nformation on the cardboard boxes in which cabinets nost often
are shipped, is the best alternative.

Finally, the sell-through provisions in the ATCMrequire U. S
fabricators of cabinets to be in conpliance within 12 nmonths while
i mporters are granted 18 nmonths to come into conpliance. This is
very unfair to U S. manufacturers and shoul d be changed. This
provi sion al one could force many U. S. conpani es out of business.

Thank you for the opportunity to present our concerns and to be

i nvol ved in these inportant deliberations. CARB staff has managed
an open process and gi ven KCVA opportunity to coment and react to
several drafts of the ATCM The proposal before you reflects this
process. Hopefully, you will agree with our renaining concerns and
i ncorporate these suggestions as a way to strengthen the fina
regul ati on.

Yours truly,

C. Richard Titus

Executive Vice President

Ki t chen Cabi net Manufacturers Associ ation
1899 Preston White Drive

Reston, VA 20191

(703) 264-1960/ FAX (703) 620-6530
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Comment 15 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: George
Last Name: Alexeeff
Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation: OEHHA

Subject: Staff Report Re: the ARB's Proposed ATCM for Formal dehyde from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/24-compwood07-15.pdf’

Original File Name: compwood07-15.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-19 12:55:56

No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Bill Altman

Last Name: Gail Overgard and

Email Address. hpva@hpva.org

Affiliation: Hardwood Plywood & Veneer Association

Subject: HPVA comments regarding the March 9, 2007 "Proposed ATCM to Reduce

Formal dehyde Emissions
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/25-compwood07-16.pdf’

Original File Name: compwood07-16.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-19 13:05:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Elizabeth

Last Name: Whalen

Email Address. ewhalen@cfpwood.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Columbia Forest Products Comments on Proposed ATCM
Comment:

Comrents attached. ..

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/26-columbia_forest_products comments _04-19-07.zip'

Origina File Name: Columbia Forest Products Comments 04-19-07.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-19 18:47:35
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Comment 18 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Daniel

Last Name: Smith

Email Address. Dan@plyboo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Proposed New CARB Regulations on Formaldehyde
Comment:

Re: Proposed New CARB Regul ati ons for Fornmal dehyde

Smith & Fong Conpany has been in the banboo business in the state
of California for nmore than 17 years. W are a nationa

manuf acturer and distributor of banboo flooring and 100% banmboo

pl ywood with all of our products manufactured in Asia. Cur
products can be found in residential, comrercial and
institutional environments including national retail and hotel
chains and maj or American Universities. W are the |argest

manuf acturer and distribution of banmboo panel goods in the United
St at es.

Qur conpany policy has al ways been to nmanufacture the highest
quality, environmentally friendly building products, and to
continually inprove and advance our technology to this end.

For mal dehyde has been an issue in the industry for sonme tine and
we have nade great efforts to address this problem

Today we produce a coconut palmflooring and panel good product
with zero added fornal dehyde and all our flooring and banboo

panel s neet and exceed the phase Il standards for HWW proposed by
CARB. W have engaged i ndependent testing using the ASTM E1333
protocol to support our work. |In fact by year end we will

i ntroduce our first line of zero fornal dehyde bamboo fl ooring and
banboo sheet good products.

W at Smith & Fong have al ways seen sustainability and chenica
free building products as nore of an opportunity and a wel cone
chal l enge to innovate than an inhibitor to business growth. In
concl usi on, we support and appl aud CARBs work in advancing the
interests of a cleaner and healthier environnent for our children
and for generations to cone.

Daniel Smth
Smth & Fong
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Comment 19 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Cooper

Email Address: thomas.cooper@kp.org
Affiliation: Kaiser Permanente

Subject: Kaiser Permanente's Position on ATCM
Comment:

On behal f of Kaiser Pernmanente | would like to thank the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) for their excellent work in researching
the issues associated with fornal dehyde exposure and risk. As one
of the largest enployers in California and with nore 6.3 nmillion
nmenbers of our health plan, Kaiser Permanente is extrenely
concerned with the health inpact of toxic materials to our staff,
patients, and the communities we serve. W comend the CARB for

rai sing the dangers of fornmal dehyde exposure to the [ight of

public discourse

Because conposite wood products are nade using | arge amunts of
urea formal dehyde resins as a binder, these products create
formal dehyde enmissions that are toxic. The CARB estimated that as
much as 800 tons of fornal dehyde were enmitted in California from
conposite wood products in 2002 (based on products consuned

bet ween 1983 and 2002) | eading to hazardous concentration |evels
inthe air in buildings, including the hundreds of clinics,
hospitals, and other buildings in California owed by Kaiser
Permanente. California has recognized that there is no known safe
| evel of formal dehyde, as the Office of Environmental Health
Hazards Assessnent (OEHHA) deternined that the safe reference
exposure | evel (CREL) for fornal dehyde was | ower than the |evel of
formal dehyde already in the anbient air

Less than three years ago, in 2004, the Wrld Health

Organi zation's International Agency for Research on Cancer (I ARC)
updated its report on formal dehyde. Based on new i nformation from
studi es of persons exposed to fornmal dehyde, | ARC changed its
position that formal dehyde was a "probabl e carcinogen" to concl ude

that formal dehyde is "carcinogenic to hunans". And as we all know
cancer is one of the |eading causes of illness and deaths in
California and in the nation. 1In addition to |IARC, other nationa

and international regulatory agencies have detern ned that

formal dehyde is a public health and occupational concern. The I|ist
i ncl udes The National Toxicol ogy Program (NTP), The Nationa
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (N OSH) ,and The
Associ ati on of Cccupational and Environmental dinics (ACEC

The EPA Integrated Ri sk Information System (IRI'S) found that
formal dehyde is a probabl e human carci nogen in ani nal studies.

Mor eover, the EPA under the Clean Air Act, has concl uded that
formal dehyde is a hazardous air pollutant.

Kai ser Pernanente has | ong understood the connection between
envi ronnent al hazards and health outcones. W have been very
active in our attenpts to renove toxic nmaterials from our



facilities that pose a risk to our staff and patients. W have
been diligent in our efforts to evaluate the products we purchase
and materials we use for their inmpact on workplace, patient, and
environnental safety. The result of this effort is that all our
facilities are virtually mercury free and we have renmoved ot her
persi stent bi oaccunul ative toxins such as DEHP and pol yvi nyl
chloride fromnost of the products we purchase. Were |ess toxic
alternatives have not existed we have pushed the nmarket place to
devel op safer products.

Based on the plethora of information raising concerns about

f ormal dehyde exposure in occupational settings, in buildings, and
in anmbient air, Kaiser Pernmanente has taken the position that it
is one of our chem cals of concern. This has meant that Kaiser

Per manent e has researched alternative products that do not contain
formal dehyde. Qur overall goal has been to replace products that
pose a danger to our staff, patients and the public wth safer
materials wi thout added cost.

We have an active canpaign to reduce fornal dehyde in the
furniture, fabric, casework, and building insulation we use in our
facilities. However, the cost of many of the alternatives are
significantly higher than those products containing formal dehyde.
We find this primarily due to these alternatives not having a
signi ficant enough narket share to be cost conpetitive with those
products that pose a health risk.

If we ook at the |arger picture and include the health care cost
to the State as a whole in treating cancer patients and others
whose condition nmay be inpacted by their exposure to formal dehyde,
then the cost of inaction is far greater to all of us. W urge
CARB to adopt stricter guidelines for formal dehyde |evels as this
set the climate for manufacturers to devel op fornal dehyde-free
alternatives that will be conpetitive in the narketplace. As a
| arge purchaser in California we can't nake this market change to
safer materials without your support. For the sake of the health
of all of us we strongly support CARB's efforts to protect
Californians fromthis known carcinogen

Thank you,

Tom Cooper

Kai ser Permanente

Chai rperson, High Performance Buildings Comittee
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Comment 20 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Jan

Last Name: Stensland

Email Address; Jan@InsideM atters.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Support to reduce formaldehyde emissions from composite wood products
Comment:

Conment s regardi ng the reduction of formal dehyde emni ssions from
conposite wood products:

O her health experts, I'msure, will testify to the Board on
specific health issues related to fornal dehyde so I will not
address themin nmy comments. A good deal of my work correl ates
health i ssues with business issues as they relate to the built
envi ronnent .

Unli ke 50 years ago, we now spend 90% of our tine indoors where
the air is 10-100 times nore polluted than the outside air

For mal dehyde is ubiquitous in the indoor environment and comnes
froma wide variety of sources. It is found in every air sanmple
taken in indoor air studies (EPA, EPA BASE Study) and has been
found at |evels known to be hazardous in California Schools. It is
a known respiratory irritant.

Respiratory illness is the nunber one reason why people mss work.
Upper respiratory illness, such as the common cold, is nost often
t hought of as it affects all of us. Asthna is a |ower respiratory
illness, affects 16-17% of the population in the USA, and has been
rising significantly in the |ast several years. The asthma rate for
children in sonme California counties ranges as high as 27-30%
(Fresno School District) The cost of asthma to the nationa

econony was $20 billion in 2005. (American Lung Assoc.) Schoo
funding is based on attendance so the healthier children are, the
better they do in school, the fewer days they miss, the fewer work
days their parents miss taking care of them and the nore funding
the (already financially strapped!) schools can use.

Correspondi ngly, the healthier adults are, the nore productive, so
our teachers would al so benefit fromincreased. (WIIiam Fi sk,

Law ence Berkel ey National Laboratory)

For mal dehyde has | ong been recogni zed as a major indoor air
pol I utant, health hazard, and respiratory irritant. It is the only
toxin for which there is a specific credit for elimnation in the
LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) rating
system which is used world wide for the evaluation of green and
heal t hy buil di ngs. More and nore organi zati ons across the country
are including fornmal dehyde-free products as a requirement in their
EPP (Environnental ly Preferabl e Purchasing) prograns, especially
heal t hcare conpani es (Kai ser Pernmanente, Hackensack Medica

Center, Dell Children's Medical Center, Providence Newberg Medica
Center, etc.). Many schools are adopting the CHPS program (Los



Angel es Unified, San Francisco Unified, etc. — ww.chps.net) and
requiring lower emtting materials.

These organi zati ons can nake these deci sions because there are
readi |y avail able, cost and performance conparabl e, durable
mat eri al s al ready on the market that have renpoved fornal dehyde
fromtheir formulations

G ven that there are no fornmal dehyde exposure standards in the
United States for children, the proposed effort by CARB is a nmjor
nove forward in the real mof prevention in children’s health and
shoul d be appl auded.

Qualifications for Jan Stensl and:

Masters of Science in Human Environment Rel ations-Applied Research
(I ndoor Environnental Quality) from Cornell University. US G een
Bui | di ng Council Faculty and advisor to the Indoor Air Quality
Techni cal Advi sory G oup.

Jan has worked for several years in green building and design
specializing in healthy and sustai nable building materials.
Through her conpany, Inside Matters, she provides indoor

envi ronnental quality and sustainabl e design consulting,
education, policy devel opnent, and research to a w de variety of
clients including the Air Force Center for Environnental
Excel | ence, Al aneda County Waste Managenent Authority, University
of California Ofice of the President, and Kai ser Permanente (KP)
where she was the in-house healthy and green buil ding expert. When
she hel ped run the Green Building Programfor the Gty and County
of San Franci sco, she also advised and testified to the Schoo
Board on healthy buildings for children and was an advisor to the
San Franci sco Asthma Task Force. More information is avail able
upon request.
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Comment 21 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Steven

Last Name: Parker

Email Address: sparker@bparch.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Reduction of Formaldehyde emissions in composite wood products
Comment:

| am an architect of public schools here in California an | amvery
much in favor of any reduction of formal dehyde enissions. One of
the greatest contributors of these enissions in a school classroom
is the casework. Al nost all classroons contain some cabinetry and
in nmost cases it tends to be inexpensive product that is nass
produced in mlls in the pacific northwest and trucked here.
Standard in the industry is plastic | anm nate surfacing on some
type of particle board. The cost effectiveness of this product has
caused it to becone pervasive within our schools.

This problemis exacerbated by the fact that classroom standards
require nore casework for elementary schools than standards for
upper |level classroons. This means that we are subjecting our
youngest students to higher levels of these enissions than ol der
students.

There are many reasons for adopting these reductions but the nost
inmportant is the benefit it will have for California students.
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Comment 22 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Elizabeth

Last Name: Whalen

Email Address. ewhalen@cfpwood.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Report provided to CARB Staff on PVA and China
Comment:

see attached PDF

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/31-columbia_carb_briefing-pva_testing-2-07.pdf’
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Comment 23 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Michagl

Last Name: Zimmerman

Email Address. mzimmerman@sauder.com
Affiliation: Sauder Woodworking Co.

Subject: Proposed ATCM Composite Wood Regulation
Comment:

To the Board of California Air Resources Board (CARB)

Thank you for the opportunity to share sone of our concerns
regardi ng the proposed CARB neasure. Sauder fully supports CARB s
efforts to ensure that participants in the furniture and conposite
panel industry are responsible stewards of the environnent.
However, the keys are to do so in a way that maintains a | evel
playing field for all conpetitors, and in a way that does not
materially damage the overall furniture industry. Wth these
goals in mnd, we are asking CARB to consider a numnber of
significant concerns regarding the proposed formal dehyde em ssion
regul ati ons.

Testi ng:

Qur first concernis in the area of testing. Furniture Em ssion
Testing in |laboratories has shown high error rates in neasuring

| ow eni ssions of formal dehyde. |n fact studies have shown a 30%
error rate within a single |ab, and around 45% between | abs
(Howar d- Reed & Nabi nger ASTM report 2006; Zhang BI FMA 2007 see
attached docunents). G ven these error rates, an enforcenent
action based on a single test result would be neani ngl ess and
arbitrary. Realistically, the only way to have any |evel of
confidence that a conponent is in conpliance with the regul ation
woul d be to run a series of tests on the sane conponent and | ook
for a correlation within the results. These error rates highlight
the difficulty in detecting and neasuring | ow | evel s of

f or mal dehyde.

The neasurenent issue is further conplicated by the fact that

f ormal dehyde can be found in many finishes for engi neered wood
panel s. When the conposite panel acts as a “sink” and absorbs
formal dehyde fromthe finish, it becones virtually inmpossible to
det ermi ne whether a non-conpliant test result was due to the board
or the finish. It concerns us that no correlati on work has been
done on renpving various finishes froma panel and conparing that
to the raw substrate. The scientific foundation for determ ning
whet her a non-conpliant finding is due to the conposite panel or
due to any of a nunber of other sources of fornal dehyde has not
been firmy established.

Enf or cenent :
Al t hough we recogni ze that CARB has tried to naintain a | evel

playing field, we have grave concerns about the neasurenent and
enforcenent of the proposed regulation. The sheer vol une of



products and increasingly global nature of the furniture industry
creates daunting challenges for enforcemnent.

Producers and users of conposite panels represent a nulti-billion
dol lar, global industry with literally tens of thousands of
participants. Even if reliable test nmethods were avail able, the
sheer vol ume of products and sources woul d nake effective auditing
and enforcement extrenely difficult. Wthout effective test

nmet hods, enforcenment becomes an i nsurnountabl e chall enge.

This challenge is further conplicated by the fact that nost
furniture manufacturers use a variety of board specifications from
a variety of sources. 1In Sauder’'s case, it is not uncommon for a
single furniture itemto have material fromfive or nore nmlls

It is entirely possible that a piece of furniture that is
conpliant as a whole could have individual conponents that are
non-conpliant. Full conpliance testing would require testing each
i ndi vi dual conponent on each piece of furniture.

In addition, creating a piece of furniture often requires a
conplex m x of technologies. It is common, especially in Asian
conpani es, to enploy a network of sub-suppliers each producing
certain conmponents that are then assenbled into the finished
product. Trying to police and certify such a vast network of

i ndustry participants does not seem feasible given the test

nmet hods and associ ated costs.

Conpl i ance Cost :

VWhen regul ati ons can be net through cost neutral methods, testing
and enforcenment concerns are dramatically reduced. Essentially,
when the cost of conpliance is mninmal, there is no incentive to
“get around the systenmi. The ethical conpanies who strive for

full conpliance are not at a conpetitive di sadvantage to those who
“gane” the systemfor their personal advantage. Unfortunately, the
proposed CARB regul ati ons have a significant cost inmpact for the
furniture industry.

Phase |: Although nore stringent than the current Conposite Pane
Associ ation’s Environnentally Preferred Product (EPP) standards,
the Phase | emission |limts appear reasonable. |In all likelihood

t hese | evel s can be reached with known technol ogy and without a
nmeani ngful inpact on prices or overall conpetitiveness of the U S
furniture industry.

| npl enenting Phase | regulations will, however, entail a range of
hi dden costs including lot traceability, testing, and third party
certification. Fortunately, due to the largely cost-neutra
nature of achieving the Phase | em ssions, we believe that nost
conpetitors will voluntarily conply with this regulation. Phase
Il1, however, is a different story.

Phase Il: Meeting Phase Il em ssion levels will require radically
different resin systenms and processing nmethods. Unfortunately, al
known processes for achieving Phase Il emission |levels are

significantly nore expensive than current processes, and sone wl|
require large capital investnents to retrofit mlls.

CARB acknow edged that there would be a cost increase at the pane
manuf acturing level as well as the product manufacturing, and

retail levels as a result of the proposed regul ati ons. However,
CARB did not accurately reflect the cost build-up and ultimte
i pact on the increased cost at the consuner or retail |evel.

In order to fully appreciate the inpact of the anticipated cost
increases, allowus to illustrate the cost build-up fromthe cost



of panels to the ultimate retail sales price. The follow ng
exanpl e uses a conservative 25%increase in manufacturer’s pane
costs. It also includes typical nmargin percentages at the various
| evel s of the supply chain

Phase Il Cost Multiplier Effect 25% I ncrease in board cost:
Current Phase Il Cost

Supply Chain El enent: Assunpti ons Cost Cost | ncrease

Panel Raw Material Cost 25% PIl cost $20. 00 $25. 00 $5. 00

I nvoi ce to Sauder 30% board nill $28.57 $35. 71 $7. 14

Total Unit Cost 50% board cost $57. 14 $64. 28 $7. 14

Net Selling Price 35% Sauder $87. 91 $98. 89 $10. 98

Cust ormer | nvoi ce 10% program $97. 68 $109. 88 $12. 20

Consuner Retail Price45%retailer $177.60$199.78 $22.18

The fact is that the manufacturer's increased cost is not just
added on the top as the CARB staff report suggests. |In reality,
there is a multiplier effect. As you can see fromthe table
above, a 25%or $5.00 increase in the cost of the conposite panel
becones roughly a $22.18 (13 % increase to the consuner at
retail. The cost increase of 30% for particleboard and 40% f or
MDF, as projected by CARB, would lead to a proportionately higher
cost to the consuner.

Even if all industry participants conply with the proposed

regul ati on and CARB i s sonehow able to create a |l evel playing
field, the proposed regul ati on woul d have a dramatic inpact on the
furniture industry. Basic economcs tells us that when prices go
up, demand goes down. VWhile it is inpossible to accurately
predict the price elasticity of consumers, there is no doubt that

there will be a negative inmpact on sales volune. The result of

hi gher retail prices will be a contraction within the industry and
a significant net loss of jobs. And, let’s not forget about the
consuner. He or she will pay a significant price to reduce the

trace em ssions of this naturally occurring substance.

Wil e the economc inpact of effectively enforced fornal dehyde
em ssions regulation is dramatic, the inpact of ineffective
enforcenent is devastating. Problematic testing and ineffective
enforcenent will significantly tilt the playing field. Conpanies
that comply voluntarily will be at a significant disadvantage to
those who are able to “get around the systenf. 1In an industry
where successful sal es can hinge on pennies, nuch |ess dollars,
this all-too-likely outconme would have devastating inplications
for the already struggling donestic furniture industry.

Concl usi on:

The preceding factors — test error, the effect of surface
finishes, industry size, mxed sources of supply, third party

certification, etc. — conbine to nmake the proposed CARB
formal dehyde emissions regulation virtually unenforceable. VWhile
well intentioned, this regulation will fail to create the

environnental |y responsible, level playing field that CARB

i ntended. Unfortunately, whether enforceable or not, the cost
penalty for Phase Il conpliance creates an adverse industry
out corne.

Si ncerely,

M chael Zi nmrer man
Seni or R&D Cheni st



Sauder Wbodwor ki ng Co.
nei nrer nran@auder . com

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/33-carb_documents.zip'

Origina File Name: CARB documents.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-23 06:31:24

No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Brock

Last Name: Landry

Email Address: brlandry@venable.com
Affiliation: California Wood Industries Coalition

Subject: Composite Wood Products ATCM
Comment:

Attached is the summary of positions of the California Wod
Industries Coalition on the Conposite Wod | ndustries Coalition.
Al so attached are the Suppl ementary Comments of the California
Wod

I ndustries Coalition.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/34-compwood07-23.zip'

Original File Name: compwood07-23.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-23 10:26:31

No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Reginad
Last Name: Hubbard
Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation: Darlington Veneer Company, Inc.

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/35-compwood07-24.pdf’

Original File Name: compwood07-24.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-23 10:35:57

No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Steve

Last Name: Stoler

Email Address. SteveStoler@bc.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Formaldehyde Emissions
Comment:

Boi se Cascades comments on the proposed ruling.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/36-arb_formaldehyde |etter.doc'

Origina File Name: ARB Formaldehyde L etter.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-23 17:48:39

No Duplicates.



Comment 27 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Jm

Last Name: Rush

Email Address: jimrush@templeinland.com
Affiliation:

Subject: ACTM comments for Temple-Inland
Comment:

Attached are coments for Proposed ATCM for formal dhyde in
Conposite Wod Products

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwoodQ07/37-carb_letter rl.doc'

Original File Name: CARD letter r1.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 07:58:30

No Duplicates.



Comment 28 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: John P.

Last Name: Maultsby

Email Address: jpmaultsby @flply.com
Affiliation: Florida Plywoods, Inc.

Subject: Plese consider my comments in the attached M SWord document
Comment:

My conpany will be inpacted by your decision. Plese consider ny
coments in the attached MSWrd document. Thank you.

JP Maul t sby

Fl ori da Pl ywoods, Inc.
Greenville, FL 32331
850-948- 2211

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/38-carb_letter - florida_plywoods.doc'

Original File Name: CARB letter - Florida Plywoods.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 08:31:16

No Duplicates.



Comment 29 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Pierre-Yves

Last Name: Couture

Email Address. pierre.yves.couture@cdm.ca
Affiliation:

Subject: Comments on CARB regulations/Formal dehyde emissions
Comment:

Pl ease se attached letter

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/39-letter_carb_apr_07.doc'

Original File Name: Letter CARB Apr 07.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 08:48:23

No Duplicates.



Comment 30 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Kelly

Last Name: Hardy

Email Address: khardy@childrennow.org
Affiliation: Children Now

Subject: SUPPORT: Proposed Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter from Ted Lenpert, President of Children
Now, in support of the proposed formal dehyde Airborne Toxic
Control Measure.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/40-carb_atcm_formaldehyde letter final.doc'

Original File Name: CARB ATCM Formaldehyde L etter final.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 09:32:20

No Duplicates.



Comment 31 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Will

Last Name: Warberg

Email Address: wwarberg@plumcreek.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Public Comment from Plum Creek MDF
Comment:

Pl ease see Public Comrents from Plum Creek MDF

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/41-carb_public_comments - plum_creek mdf.doc'

Origina File Name: CARB Public Comments - Plum Creek MDF.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 09:35:28

No Duplicates.



Comment 32 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Elliott

Last Name: Savage

Email Address: €lliott@seemac.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Comment letter on Composite Wood 2007
Comment:

Pl ease see fil e bel ow

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwoodQ07/42-carb_letter.dot’

Origina File Name: CARB Letter.dot
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 09:50:30

No Duplicates.



Comment 33 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Peter

Last Name: Wijnbergen

Email Address: peter.wijnbergen@norbord.com
Affiliation: Composite Panel Association

Subject: CARB Regulation
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter on the Proposed Air Toxic Control
Measure for Fornal dehyde in Conposite Wod Products.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/43-carb_regulation_letter cpa .pdf’

Original File Name: Carb regulation letter (CPA).pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 11:15:33

No Duplicates.



Comment 34 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Darrell

Last Name: Keeling

Email Address: darrellk@rfpco.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Roseburg Comments
Comment:

See attached

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/44-carb_comments_4.24.2007.doc'

Origina File Name: CARB comments 4.24.2007.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 11:39:58

No Duplicates.



Comment 35 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Phill
Last Name: Guay
Email Address: pguay @cfpwood.com
Affiliation: Columbia Forest Products

Subject: Supplemental Comments on Proposed ATCM for Reducing Formaldehyde
Comment:

Response to CWC s 4-23-07 subnmittal. See attached docunents.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/45-comparison_of purebond to uf in_bond.zip'

Origina File Name: Comparison Of Purebond To UF in Bond.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 12:35:35

No Duplicates.



Comment 36 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Bill

Last Name: Perdue

Email Address: bperdue@ahfa.us
Affiliation: AHFA

Subject: Comments on the ATCM for Composite Wood Products
Comment:

File attached are the comments for the Anmerican Home Furni shings
Al liance.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/46-ahfa_comments _carb_board_final __ 42307.pdf’

Origina File Name: AHFA Comments CARB Board Final__42307.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 12:44:59

No Duplicates.



Comment 37 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Antonio

Last Name: Sein

Email Address: antonio.sein@desc.com.mx
Affiliation:

Subject: CARB Comments
Comment:

Encl ose our comments

regards

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwoodQ07/47-carb_letter.pdf'

Original File Name: CARB LETTER.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 12:53:53

No Duplicates.



Comment 38 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Suzanne

Last Name: Morgan

Email Address: suzanne@iwpawood.org

Affiliation: International Wood Products Association

Subject: IWPA Comments on Proposed ATCM for Composite Wood Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment letter.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/48-iwpa_atcm_comment_|letter 04-07.doc'

Origina File Name: IWPA ATCM Comment Letter 04-07.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 13:21:19

No Duplicates.



Comment 39 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Gregory

Last Name: Maher

Email Address; gmaher@greatlakesmdf.com
Affiliation: CPA

Subject: CARB regulation comments
Comment:

Dear Dr. Sawyer,

Attached are our comments reagarding the proposed CARB

regul ations. W sincerely hope that you will strongly consider
and adopt the proposals as indicated by the CWC.

Thank you for your consideration and your anticipated help for the
coalition.

Very truly yours,

Gregory P. Maher

Presi dent & CGeneral WManager
G eat Lakes MDF, LLC

300 Comerce Drive
Lackawanna, NY 14218

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/49-great_lakes mdf _carb_comments.pdf’

Origina File Name: Great Lakes MDF CARB comments.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 13:23:13

No Duplicates.



Comment 40 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Smith

Last Name: Michel

Email Address. michel.smith@uniboard.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Carb Comments
Comment:

Uni boar d

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/50-template letter - carb _commentsll.doc'

Original File Name: Template Letter - CARB Commentsl1.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 13:40:43

No Duplicates.



Comment 41 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: John

Last Name: Chaffin

Email Address: johnc@chaffin-law.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Comments on Formaldehyde regulations for plywood
Comment:

THE LAW OFFI CES

OF

JOHN E. CHAFFI N AND ASSCOCI ATES
449 SOQUTH ESCONDI DO BLVD
ESCONDI DO, CA 92025

(760) 233- 3887

April 24, 2007

Dr. Robert Sawyer, Chairman
California Air Resources Board
1001 “1” Street

P. O Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Re: Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Reduce Fornal dehyde
Em ssions from Conposite Wod Products; Rel ease Date: March 9,
2007

Dear Dr. Sawyer,

| appreciate the opportunity to offer comments with regard to the
March 9, 2007, draft of the Airborne Toxic Control Measure to
Reduce For nal dehyde Em ssions from Conposite Wod Products

(ATCM) .

I ama resident of California, represent inporters of hardwood

pl ywood, and an associ ate menber of the International Wod
Products Association (I WPA). | have been involved in the business
of inporting hardwood plywod for 17 years. | have reviewed the
subj ect regul ations, staff report and appendi ces, and have

di scussed this matter with several clients in the business.
respectfully request the board consider the coments provided
herein and delay any action on adopting the regulation at this
time.

1. The staff report does not adequately address the inpact of this
regul ation on inporters and overseas m |l suppliers. Based on data
fromthe U S. Department of Agriculture, foreign inporters account
for 60% of the hardwood pl ywood (HWPW consuned in the United
States each year based on 2002. The staff report of 225 pages

di scusses the inpact on inporters for |ess than one page at page
210.

2. IWPA reached out in a conprehensive manner for feedback from



overseas producers in many countries. The resoundi ng nessage
heard was that overseas mlls are not prepared to neet the
regul ati ons Phase 1 or Phase 2 and will need substantial time to
develop the infrastructure to do so. The majority of the mlls
confirmed the fornal dehyde | evels required could be met but the
third party certification would be a major inpedinment to nmeeting
all of the regulations. Mxre tinme is needed than set out in the
regul ations to conply.

3. There are inadequate third party certifiers avail able for
overseas mlls. In nbst instances, nmills have their own

| aboratories to confirmglue fornulations or will rely on the

| aboratory facilities of the glue supplier. Further, |arge chanber
testing facilities are extrenely rare in other plywod producing
countries such as Mal aysia and | ndonesi a.

4. The chain of custody docunmentation requirenents is unworkable
for the inported plywood industry. Inported plywod changes hands
several tinmes in the supply chain. Further, the identity of an
importer’s supplier is considered proprietary information. A
significant percentage of the inported plywod is sold to

whol esal ers and distributors who consider the identity of their
importer to be proprietary.

The Board shoul d postpone action on these regul ations until there
has been further adequate study and reporting of the inpacts on

i nporters and overseas suppliers, the time provided for

i mpl enent ati on by overseas producers has been increased to all ow
for the devel opment of third party certifiers or this requirenent
elimnated for overseas producers, and changes nmade to the chain
of custody docunentation to take into the uni que business nodel

i nvol ved in inporting HAPW

If the Board proceeds to adopt these regul ations as proposed,
there will be significant, adverse, unintended consequences. These
regul ati ons represent an unauthorized, non-tariff trade barrier
with regard to foreign suppliers and inporters.

The regul ations purport to reduce formal dehyde em ssions by about
500 tons per year for the entire state of California. Based on the
data in the staff report, this is a reduction of about 2.5%
However, the inaccuracy of the neasurenents of the |evel of

formal dehyde in anbient air is much greater than + or — 2.5% 1In
other words, this regulation will result in adverse inpacts on
busi ness and consuners and the possible benefit will not be

neasur eabl e.

Wth all due respect, | urge the Board to delay action until the
full and real inmpact of this regul ation can be determ ned.

| woul d wel cone the opportunity to discuss this matter and can be
reached at (760) 233-3887 or via e-mail at johnc@haffin-law com

Si ncerely,
John E. Chaffin
Attorney at Law

P. S. I will be at the hearing and would |like to be placed on the
list of speakers.



Attachment: "
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 14:00:11

No Duplicates.



Comment 42 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Stanley

Last Name: Gustafson

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation: WOODWORK INSTITUTE

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/52-compwood07-41.pdf’

Original File Name: compwood07-41.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 14:48:56

No Duplicates.



Comment 43 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Robert

Last Name: Raymer

Email Address: rraymer@chbia.org
Affiliation: Ca. Building Industry Association

Subject: Proposed ATCM for Formaldehyde in Composite Wood Products
Comment:

The California Building Industry Association (CBIA) is a statew de
trade association representing over 7,500 nenber-conpani es
i nvol ved in residential and |ight-comrercial construction

Pl ease be advi sed that CBIA supports the coments contained in the
seven-page letter recently subnitted to the Air Resources Board by
the California Wod Industries Coalition. CBIAis especially
concerned with the enforcement aspects related to the proposed
regulation. It seens highly likely that the referenced proposa
will, for at least the short-term create an unlevel playing field
for those manufacturers located within California with those

| ocat ed outside our state boarders (especially those |located in

ot her countries).

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 15:29:48

No Duplicates.



Comment 44 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Julia

Email Address: tjulia@cpamail.org
Affiliation: Composite Panel Association

Subject: Composite Wood ATCM
Comment:

See Attachnent

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/54-cpa_carb_comments.pdf'

Origina File Name: CPA CARB Comments.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 15:31:00

No Duplicates.



Comment 45 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Wade

Last Name: Gregory

Email Address. wgregory@sierrapine.com
Affiliation: SierraPine

Subject: Comments on Proposed ATCM
Comment:

Pl ease see attached file for coments on the proposed ATCM from
Wade Gregory, SierraPine President.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/55-sierrapine_comments_042407.pdf’

Origina File Name: SierraPine Comments 042407.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 15:34:30

No Duplicates.



Comment 46 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Joseph H.

Last Name: Gonyea, 111

Email Address: jgonyea@timberproducts.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Comments on Proposed Air Toxic Control Measure for Formaldehyde in Composite

Wood Products
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/58-timber_products_company.zip'

Original File Name: Timber Products Company.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 16:18:19

No Duplicates.



Comment 47 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Bruce

Last Name: Steenson

Email Address: bruce@woodpanels.org.au
Affiliation: AWPA & EWPA

Subject: AWPA & EWPAA commentson ATCM for Formaldehyde
Comment:

Pl ease find attached a copy of coments on the proposed ATCMto
reduce Fronal dehyde eni ssions from Conposite Wod Panels fromthe
Austral i an Wod Panel s Associ ati on and the Engi neered Wod
Products Associ ati on of Austral asi a.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/59-awpa-ewpaa_carb_submission.pdf’

Original File Name: AWPA-EWPAA Carb Submission.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-24 18:13:34

No Duplicates.



Comment 48 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: M€l

Last Name: Zeldin

Email Address: mel @capcoa.org
Affiliation: CAPCOA

Subject: CAPCOA Enforcement Manager’s Committee Comments on Proposed Composite

Wood ATCM
Comment:

CAPCQA Enforcenent Manager’'s Conmittee Conments on Proposed
Conposite Wod ATCM

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwoodQ7/60-atcm.pdf’

Original File Name: ATCM .padf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-25 08:54:37

No Duplicates.



Comment 49 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Hal

Last Name: Levin

Email Address: hal.levin@buildingecology.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Comp wood regulation
Comment:

Further conments on proposed regul ation

1. ASTM St andard E1333 is inappropriate for the regulation. The
sensitivity of the test is intended to be appropriate to deterni ne
ai rborne concentrations in the range of 0.3 ppm The proposed
regul ations would linmt concentrations to values as [ow as 0.05
ppm A nore sensitive test is required for conpliance. | suggest
elimnating the chronotropic acid analytical method and using only
DNPH for the analysis described in the standard. It nust be
recogni zed that E1333 was witten for conpliance with the HUD
standard which linmts concentrations to 0.3 ppm DNPH is included
as an alternate in the standard, but it should be the required

nmet hod. There is an ASTM standard for the DNPH net hod.

2. I do not believe that the final regulatory targets in years
2011 and 2012 of 0.11 and 0.13 for MDF and thin MDF respectively
are sufficiently protective of the population. The installation of
products with these enissions in residential bedroons of energy
efficient hones - tightly seal ed agai nst air |eakage and wi t hout
any specific outdoor air ventilatioon system-- where ventilation
rates may be significantly |Ilower than the 0.5 air changes per hour
in the test chanber neans occupants will be exposed to
concentrations well in excess of 0.1 ppm G ven the abundant

evi dence of the toxicity and the listing of fornal dehyde as a
carci nogen, | believe the limt should be based on a target
concentration no higher than that established by OCEHHA for

wor kpl ace exposure which is only intended to protect workers
during a 40-hour work week. Far nore tine could be spent in a

resi dence thus requiring a far lower target concentration or
concentration limt.

3. I reconmend a concentration target linit that is based on an
assunption of 0.25 air changes per hour and an em ssion rate that
does not result in concentrations exceeding 0.027 ppm fornmal dehyde
under realistic nmodeling scenarios. Assunme MDF will be the core of
a conposite flooring material with a loading ratio of 0.42 nt2/m3
and cabinetry or closet doors with a loading ratio of 0.25 nt2/m3.
An emi ssion rate far below the proposed linmts will be required to
provide protection in energy efficient residential environments
with typical ventilation rates below 0.5 air changes per hour.
Even at 0.5 ach, concentrations of 100 ppb or above are sinply
unacceptabl e given the health effects data on fornal dehyde
exposure.

Hal Levin
Bui | di ng Ecol ogy Research G oup



2548 Empire Grade, Santa Cruz, CA 95060
1. 831. 425. 3946

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-25 09:11:46

No Duplicates.



Comment 50 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Russell

Last Name: Leverenz

Email Address; russeverenz@hotmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Formaldehyde Emissions Reduction
Comment:

Health is the preimnent issue. Does the consuner pay nore for the

aut onobi | e because of the seat belt and airbag? Yes. And auto

user is safer for it. |Is the health and welfare a space user

i mproved because fornmal dehyde enissions is avoided? Yes. |Is that

health status worth an extra dollar in cost to achieve this result?
It is for me. | expect that over tine, the cost of formal dehyde

free material will decrease as economies of scale and new

technol ogi es are devel oped, further benefiting the consumer.

Stay with the highest and best standard. It ultimately is the

best result for consuners, manufacturers and material s producers.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-25 09:58:35

No Duplicates.



Comment 51 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Scott

Last Name: Watson

Email Address: sowatson@earthlink.net
Affiliation: IPMG

Subject: Don't Let Perfect be the Enemy of Good...
Comment:

Firstly, so that everyone understands how | am a stakeholder in
this issue:

I ama resident of the State of California, ny Corporation is a
California corporation, and I am a taxpayer. M conpany is sales
representatives for inmporters of hardwood pl ywood. However, it
shoul d be noted that our sales DO NOT take place in California but
| feel so strongly about this issue that | wanted to address the
boar d.

Pl ease understand that | think that the idea of reducing

f or mal dehyde eni ssions from wood panels is a noble pursuit that |
amtotally in support of — but these regulations rem nd ne of the
adage “Don’t let perfect be the eneny of good”

It is nmy opinion fromnmny participation in the workshops that this
regul ation is overreaching, very costly, and | have the opinion
that it is being ranrodded through by CARB staff

There is currently only one standard with regard to formal dehyde
emissions in the United States and that is the HUD Standard that
has been used in nobile home and RV construction for years. There
are limts set in that Standard that have al ready addressed this

i ssue and current technol ogies are able to nanufacture product to
these levels. The HUD linits set in that standard are tw ce what
the CARB regulation is requiring. Because this regulation applies
to every manufacturer and inporter and user throughout California
woul d I'ike to suggest that to truly acconplish this task, that CARB
will need to create a new enforcenent agency called the CPP — The
California Panel Police — and | would love to apply to be a menber
of the force because it will be a total bureaucracy that will nake
very little difference but will offer good wages and benefits that
the state taxpayers will have to pay for.

It is my opinion that the cost nodels that staff have offered are



seriously flawed. There are so nany areas where | believe these
nodel s to be flawed that it |I could spend nmy entire tine refuting
the nodel s al one. Therefore, | will address only three points.

These products are comodities. Their value is determ ned by only
two things — supply and demand. |f and when California inplenents
this regulation, you will have a single nanufacturer presently
that could supply everyone in the state of California. As denand
i ncreases for the product so does the price. Not only in
California, but throughout the country as well, as nore of the
currently avail able production is consuned into California. Wat
is behind this effort is perhaps a sense of goodwill to reduce
formal dehyde enissions, but in my opinionit is really about
Profit. If we can regulate folks to NEED our product it becones
nore val uable to the conpany naking it and they sell it for nore.

Secondly, the cost to administer this programas well as the
reduced production cycles and third-party adm nistration costs are
going to be enornous. Those factors have not been addressed in ny
opi nion and added to the cost nodels that CARB staff is providing.
The product or consumer ultimately will have to bear these
additional costs and to not address thema s a real cost conponent
just seens silly.

Lastly, the cost of this program| had seen in the staff reports
is estimated to swell from154 nmillion dollars per year to over

1.5 Billionif I recall correctly. | amconcerned that this
beconmes an additional cost to the taxpayers of California an
“unseen tax” if you will. An expenditure of this size |l would

hope woul d require greater oversight by the state budget process.

And this leads me to ny final point..

My al l egation of a sense of Ranroddi ng

| do truly appreciate the candor and openness of the CARB staff
that | have seen participate in this process. Wat | do not
understand is the pervasive attitude that this is the regul ation
that is going to go into effect..PERIOD. In ny short period of
participation in this issue it seens that staff has an answer for
every question that conmes up to explain away that particul ar

i ssue. However, the fundanental assunptions are flawed and the
assunptions that are nade on top of those flawed assunptions are
further flawed and so on. To put it in other words, | am

fl abbergasted at the explanations that CARB staff has offered as
fact. These are not facts - these are opinions based upon
assunpti ons.



VWhat | also fail to understand is that the California ports are a
gateway to the Western part of North Anerica. Under this proposa
we will still allowthe materials to conme through the ports of
California and he stored there, as long as the material is to be
sold out of state. Do you see the hypocrisy in this? W are
willing to et this “dangerous material” into the ports but it
can’t be sold in the state of California. Can you inmgine the
nunber of lawsuits that California mght eventually face fromthe
dock workers unions at the port? It is as if because they are the
t hr ough-way of the product its okay for themto be around the
chemi cal but its not okay to keep it here. | just don't
understand that. It is as if Californiais willing to allow the
handl i ng of a supposedly dangerous substance through the port
because of the revenue and jobs it produces, but it has to | eave
the state to be sold. |If the objective is to reduce the anount of
f or mal dehyde through California, then why not ban it fromarriving
inthe first place? Banning the inportation to the port of a
danger ous substance altogether woul d nmake a | ot nore sense to ne.

Concl usi on

| appreciate the ampunt of work that staff has put into this
effort. However, | ask each and everyone of you on the board to
table this regulation until such tinme that we can further debate
the science, costs, and nerits of this proposal. While it is a
nobl e pursuit for us to want to reduce a potentially harnfu
chemcal, | would urge you to adopt the HUD regul ation that
currently exists until such tine that we can further debate the
i ssue and conme to a nore conprehensive agreenent.

| believe it fair to say that the Europeans that have the npst
restrictive enissions limtation in the world today. | for one as
a taxpayer in the state of California do not want to even begin to
t hi nk about setting the npst restrictive standard in the world
today. Are we going to be admired for it? | don't think so.
believe this will be seen as another in a long line of itens that
the rest of the country will see with contenpt as a nove by the
“Cal i fornia Wackos”.

| honestly believe that CARB could do nore good for the state by
getting 10 persons to stop snoking than they will with a 1 %
Billion dollar program that is overreachi ng, unenforceabl e and
seriously flawed.

Pl ease, | urge you, be practical, don't let perfect be the eneny
of good — adopt the current HUD standards and let’s get back to
work i mpl enmenting a known standard as well as discussing this

i ssue and science further so that in the future we can make an
even better decision



| thank you for your attention.

Scott Wat son

| PMG, | nc.

PO Box 2738
Ooville, CA 95965
530- 589- 4816

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-25 10:46:18

No Duplicates.



Comment 52 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Lent

Email Address: tlent@healthybuilding.net
Affiliation: Healthy Building Network

Subject: Formaldehyde Carcinogen Science
Comment:

The attached letter reviews argunments nade against the sicentific
basis for the regulation and indicates that a consensus exists in
the peer-reviewed science that the risks from fornal dehyde
substantiates the basis for the CARB acti on based on the CEHHA
anal ysi s.

Attachment: 'https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwoodQ7/64-carb_science letter final _11-21-06-tl-agh.pdf

Original File Name: CARB science letter FINAL 11-21-06-TL-AGH.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-25 11:15:00

No Duplicates.



Comment 53 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Joan

Last Name: Cassman

Email Address. jcassman@hansonbridgett.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Proposed New CARB Regulations on Formaldehyde
Comment:

Pl ease see attachment.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/65-carb-atcm.pdf'

Original File Name: CARB-ATCM .pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-25 11:46:54

No Duplicates.



Comment 54 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Jams

Last Name: Knox

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation: American Cancer Society

Subject: Proposed ATCM to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/66-compwood07-53.pdf'

Origina File Name: compwood07-53.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-25 11:47:59

No Duplicates.



Comment 55 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Jill

Last Name: Theg

Email Address: mjmt1@juno.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Reducing Formaldehyde Emissions
Comment:

| care very deeply about reducing fornal dehyde eni ssions and urge
you take whatever actions you can to reduce fornmal dehyde eni ssions
to background levels. This is a health issue of great inportance.

Thank you.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-25 11:55:17

No Duplicates.



Comment 56 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Tim

Last Name: Carmichael

Email Address: tim@coalitionforcleanair.org
Affiliation: Coalition for Clean Air

Subject: Formaldehyde-Free Wood Products Regulation
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: 'https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/68-compwood07-56.pdf'

Origina File Name: compwood07-56.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-25 12:36:05

No Duplicates.



Comment 57 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: Jonathan

Last Name: Y oung

Email Address: jonyoung@sanjuan.edu
Affiliation: concerned citizen

Subject: ATCM re. Formaldehyde
Comment:

Dear Air Resources Board
Pl ease support the neasure to reduce fornal dehyde em ssions.

Si ncerely,

Jonat han Young
4017 Hancock Dr.
Sac. CA 95821

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-25 12:53:08

No Duplicates.



Comment 58 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 45 Day.

First Name: David

Last Name: Blicker

Email Address: kenyablick@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Formaldehyde emissions
Comment:

Do the right thing. Adopt the regulations to establish new | ow
emitting standards. Thank you.

Attachment: "
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-25 12:56:20

No Duplicates.



Comment 1 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Carole

Last Name: Taylor

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation: Veneer Products Inc.

Subject: Proposed ATCM to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/71-compwood07-ws-1.pdf

Origina File Name: compwood07-ws-1.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:02:40

No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Joan

Last Name: Cassman

Email Address. jcassman@hansonbridgett.com
Affiliation: Hanson Bridgett LLP

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/72-compwood07-ws-2.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-2.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:08:47

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Harry

Last Name: Demorest

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation: Columbia Forest Products

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/73-compwood07-ws-3.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-3.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:35:13

No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Elizabeth

Last Name: Whalen

Email Address. ewhalen@cfpwood.com
Affiliation: Columbia Forest Products

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/74-compwood07-ws-4.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-4.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:36:56

No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Kaichang

Last Name: Li

Email Address: kaichang.li@oregonstate.edu
Affiliation: Assoc. Professor at Oregon State Univ.

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/75-compwood07-ws-5.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-5.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:39:12

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for For maldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Phill
Last Name: Guay
Email Address: pguay @cfpwood.com
Affiliation: Columbia Forest Products

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/76-compwood07-ws-6.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-6.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:41:13

No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Richard

Last Name: Royce

Email Address: rroyce@herc.com
Affiliation: Hercules

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/77-compwood07-ws-7.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-7.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:42:54

No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: David

Last Name: Mullen

Email Address: dmullen@herc.com
Affiliation: Hercules

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/78-compwood07-ws-8.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-8.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:44:12

No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Gene

Last Name: Livingston

Email Address: livingstong@gtlaw.com
Affiliation: CWIC

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/79-compwood07-ws-9.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-9.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:46:33

No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Dr. Lee

Last Name: Shull

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation: Comp. Panel Assoc. & CA Wood Industries

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/80-compwood07-ws-10.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-10.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:50:46

No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: F. Jay

Last Name: Murray, Ph.D., DABT

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation: Murray & Associates

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/81-compwoo07-ws-11.pdf

Original File Name: compwoo07-ws-11.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:52:28

No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Ed

Last Name: Woods

Email Address: ewoods@cfpwood.com
Affiliation: Columbia Forest Products

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/82-compwood07-ws-12.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-12.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:55:00

No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Jeff

Last Name: Hunt

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation: Plywood and Lumber Sales

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/83-compwood07-ws-13.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-13.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:56:13

No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Mike

Last Name: Robson

Email Address: mike@edel steingilbert.com
Affiliation: AWFS

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/84-compwood07-ws-14.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-14.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 10:58:25

No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Gene

Last Name: Chappell

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation: Columbia Forest Products

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/85-compwood07-ws-15.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-15.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 11:00:24

No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7). (At Hearing)

First Name: Doug

Last Name: Bradley

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation: General Veneer Manufacturing Co.

Subject: Proposed Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood

Products
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coment.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/86-compwood07-ws-16.pdf

Original File Name: compwood07-ws-16.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2007-04-27 11:01:31

No Duplicates.



Comment 1 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Charles

Last Name: Davis

Email Address: regalair@cox.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Comments COMPWOODO7
Comment:

1. The process of testing and certifying CW fromthe manufacturer
to the end user and the roles played by 3rd Party Certifiers,

i ndependent test labs, quality control inspectors, ARB, etc. is a
bit conplicated. | think a graphic or two showi ng the various
steps that have to be foll owed by manufactures, fabricators,
distributors, and retailers would hel p everyone understand how all
the pieces fit together.

2. Has there been any thought to the inportance of internet sales
of finished products made from CWP that do not neet emi ssion
standards? We just finished testing a residential home that had a
very high formal dehyde concentration and found that in a 140ft2
office there was over 600 ft2 (surface area) of new inported
furniture that had been purchased via the internet. The individua
had no knowl edge of enission problenms with furniture made from CWP
and ordered it off the internet because it was a good deal and
conveni ent.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-03 11:28:21

No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Linda

Last Name: Pardy

Email Address: L Pardy@cox.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Appreciate Efforts to Reduce Formal dehyde Emissions
Comment:

| support efforts to reduce formal dehyde eni ssions from conposite
wood products because the funes fromthese products are especially
serious matter for me. If | spend tinme in enclosed buildings with
formal dehyde enissions, or breath formal dehyde funmes, | experience
headaches. Once |'ve become sick from formal dehyde, then other
chemicals start to cause ne problens too

For mal dehyde ni ght be a good bondi ng agent, but it sure is bad
news to anyone who's sensitive to it. | appreciate these efforts
to make a heal thier environnent for everyone. Thank you so much.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-05 10:12:45

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Michagl

Last Name: Anderson

Email Address. michael .anderson@kodak.com
Affiliation: Eastman Kodak Company

Subject: CWP Rulemaking - Request for exemption for pallets, crates and other packaging
materials
Comment:

East man Kodak Conpany appreci ates the opportunity to provide
coment (s) on the aforenentioned CARB proposed rul enaking. W
respectfully request that the Board give careful consideration
towards the applicability of packaging nterials and grant an
exenption for pallets, crates and other shipping/packagi ng nedi a.

Engi neered wood products (i.e., plywod) have becone nore readily
avail able in the shipping industry today to provide the necessary
protection for the product during shiprment, hold up to the

physi cal denmands during transport, and to avoid treatnent costs
associated with international phytosanitary neasures (|SPM 15).
Wil e crate and dunnage naterials have historically been
constructed using conposite wood products, pallets have recently
m grated towards the use of these naterials.

We are concerned that the recent rul enaki ng and i npendi ng

regul ation for composite wood products in California did not
adequately address the concerns and real world inplenentation
aspects of the shipping industry and specifically on

shi ppi ng/ packagi ng materials. For starters, pallets, crates and
packagi ng products do not pose the same risks or exposure pat hways
as fabricated products. Pallets are transient naterials that are
often stored in warehouses or transported in vehicles that pose
little or no risk of exposure to humans. Crating and dunnage,

i kewi se pose little harm by being di sposabl e/recycl abl e by the
end user. Unlike nost fabricated goods, pallets, crates and
packagi ng have very different use and applications which result in
very different exposure scenari os.

Manuf acturers have little or no control over third-party

war ehouses or distribution facilities activities that result in
repacki ng functions (ie., re-palletize). This is a very comon
practice in the retail nmarket channel. It would be unfair to any
CEM or producer in such situations. In order to avoid the

possi bility of an nonconpliant, reusable pallet or crate would be
shipped into California, we nmay be forced to discard the existing

i nventory and replace with new packaging. This will result in a
premat ure di sposition of packaging materials that had many nore
years of useful life. In addition to generating waste it would

i ncrease shipping costs, as new crates and pallets would have to
be purchased to replace the existing i nventory.



W respectfully request that you and nenbers of the conposite wood
product inplenentation team give careful consideration to packagi ng
materials and pallets. W believe that the nost |ogical approach is
to exenpt these materials fromthe ARB requirenents.

Thank you - M ke

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-12 12:39:46

No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Krister

Last Name: Hard-af-Segerstad

Email Address: krister@memo.lKEA.com
Affiliation: IKEA NA Services, LLC

Subject: Comments from IKEA of Sweden Re: ACTM on FA Reduction
Comment:

Gent | enen,

Pl ease see attached file containing coments from | KEA of Sweden
regarding the current revision of the proposed ATCMto Reduce
For mal dehyde Eni ssions from Conposite Wod Products.

Pl ease let me know i f you need any comments or assistance with the
i nformati on.

Best regards,

Krister Hard af Segerstad

Manager, Product Safety & Conpliance
| KEA NA Services, LLC

420 Al an Wod Road

Conshohocken, PA 19428

Phone: +1 (610) 834-0180 x/5314
Fax: +1 (610) 834-0872

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/105-comments_from_ios 2008-02-13 rev.doc

Origina File Name: Comments from 10S 2008-02-13 Rev.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-13 12:10:08

No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Eddie

Last Name: Pitts

Email Address: eddiepitts@bernhardt.com
Affiliation:

Subject: draft of formaldehyde ruling ATCM
Comment:

| believe that human |ife is a sacred gift and that every
precaution should be made to keep from negatively inpacting the
quality of this gift. However, we al so have the individual right
to bal ance our quality of life against certain risks. Since we al
think differently it is easy for a group to perceive that a risk is
actually greater than it is or even to see a series of risks and
nmeasure them out of proportion based on a limted view of all of
the factors associated. | think that is what has occurred with
the formal dehyde ruling in the ATCM neasure

The way the ruling is drafted it unfairly affects inporters of
some product. If you look at the board manufactures who
participated in the draft you will see that they are the |argest
suppliers of board on the North, Central, and South Anerican
continents. Since their operation is so |large you have hel ped t hem
further nmonopolize the industry.

The furniture inporters in the United States who deal with
Fabricators in the Far East find thensel ves buying product from
several hundred different sources, who buy board from an
exponential anmpount of board nanufacturers. These nmanufacturers
are set up to adhere to US, European, Japanese and other board
standards. These standards are simlar in nature to the phase 1
ruling but have a very different test protocol. The |arge chanber
test requirement without sufficient lab facilities in these areas
will create a manufactured denand and bottl eneck for procurenent.

The cost work that has been provided by the ARB is based on the
data fromthe “on board” board manufacturers and only reflects
cost based on new resin technologies in their facilities. This
work is understated beyond their walls. It does not take into
consi deration the body of work in the fabricators, the inporter
and the retailer to accombpdate the data for chain of custody. It
al so does not reflect the demand generated by the procurenent
bottleneck in the Far East. There will be sone board manufacturers
who decide that in the global conmunity, defining a process to
acconmmodat e one state in another country is not worth the extra
effort. Wien these factors other than resin cost conme into
consi deration, the real cost will be substantially greater

There are several companies who maintain a large inventory in
Fabri cat or warehouses in the Far East. There is no good mechani sm
to allow these inventories to contain specialty products specific
to California. So you are forcing either a cost increase to
everyone else in the world or potentially causing conpanies to
consi der stopping sales within California.

Cost is not the only issue with the program It appears that in
the rush to get the ruling approved, passed and enacted that there



are some parts that are not conplete.

The chain of custody as stated is going to overwhel mfabricators
and retailers alike. In every discussion on this subject that I
have participated in, there has been no retailer present. During
a conversation with the AHFA and several nenber fabricator
i mporters in January of 2008 the chain of custody was defined |ike
this. The manufacturer sends board lot test info to fabricator
The fabricator sends board test info by shipment to retailer or
i nporter, adds verbiage to BOL or invoice, and | abels finished
goods. A problemwith this flowis the volune of data when the
shi pnment is a container of product that is consolidated with
product from various fabricators who have dealt with nmultiple
manuf act ur er s.

It would be sinmpler to support a chain of custody that has added
verbiage to the BOL or invoice identifying product conpliance and
to let this and the | abel on the finished goods suffice for the
retailer. In the event there was a need to follow the chain of
custody back to the board manufacturer you would | ook for the
| abel , get the fabricator or inmporter name, SKU and production
date, and the retailer would follow up with the inporter or
manuf acturer. This would streamine the outbound data.

The enforcement of the programis always going to be in question

You have stated that the | arge chanber testing is going to be the
gol d standard. However the enforcement armis going to raise red
flags by using a FLEC device. As of today there is no direct
correl ati on between the readings of the FLEC cell and the |arge

chanmber. You have then said that you will use a deconstructive
test protocol for a final judgnent. Even though this is closer to
the original test of the raw board there is still the chance that

the original conditioning period of the board and the secondary
test will give inaccurate results. This will also expose nore
formal dehyde funes to the atnobsphere in a shorter period of tine
than woul d have ever off-gassed through the encapsul ati on of the
fini shed goods, so the nunber you get for the test will not
reflect “real life” of the finished goods.

I think that the ARB collectively has their hearts in the right
pl ace; however they could serve humanities interest better by not
imposing this ruling as it is stated within the defined tine
frane. O even better, by not going alone and to join with the
other states and international agencies in defining one acceptable
standard that will not create unfair nonopolies and actually do the
good that was intended.

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-14 09:03:59

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for For maldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Chris

Last Name: Lantman

Email Address; chris.lantman@sri.com
Affiliation: SRI Internationa

Subject: Comments from SRI International
Comment:

On behalf of SRl International, we are pleased to enter the
di scussion of the Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Reduce
For mal dehyde Eni ssions from Conposite Wod Products.

As a not-for-profit research institute, we are devel opi ng
alternative resins and glues to help the conposite wood product
i ndustry nmeet these new standards. One exanple is our new

pol yket one wood adhesive which is cost-effective, nontoxic and
f or mal dehyde-free.

To ensure that our devel opnment is aligned with the ACTM and
i ndustry needs, we would like to discuss inplenmentation. Please
contact me for further information

Best regards,

Dr. Chris Lantman

Director, Comercial & International Business Devel oprment
SRl Internationa

333 Ravenswood Avenue; Menl o Park CA 94025
tel: 650-859-5725

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-14 12:24:11

No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Bill

Last Name: Perdue

Email Address: Bill Perdue@ahfa.us
Affiliation:

Subject: 15-Day Commwnt on Composite Wood ATCM
Comment:

Jimand Lynn ...just wanted to | et you know that the AHFA supports
the “Proposed Mdifications” as detailed in the “15 Day” version
of the ATCM dated 01/31/08 ...nore specifically:

1. We support the definition of “lamnated products” in Section
93120. 1( 25)

2. Ve support the additional |abel requirements added for
fabricators in Section 93120.7(d).

3. We support the addition of a “secondary test nethod by third
party certifiers” in Section 93120.9. W strongly believe that the
addition of this test nethod for certification will help

facilitate and inprove the ability of off-shore conpliance to the
ATCM We al so support the use of the secondary test nethod for
conpl i ance purposes as a “deconstructive test” to verify the
conpl i ance of conposite wood products used as conponent parts of
fini shed products.

4, We support the nodification to the definition of hardwood
pl ywood in Section 93120.1(19) not to include curved pl ywood.

5. We support the nmodification in 93120.7(a)(2) not to require
third party certification for fabricators that are also “producers
of |am nated products.”

6. We support the nodification in 93120.7(a)(3) that requires
t he conposite wood product of the “platformi of a |aninated
product to nmeet the applicable em ssion requirenent of the
conposite wood product used.

7. We support the nodification in 93120.7(a)(4) that requires
fabricators to nmeet the requirements of 93210.3 if they are
manuf acturing a conposite wood product used exclusively by the
fabricator as conponent parts of finished products.

8. Ve strongly support the 18 nonth sell through period as
prescribed in 93120.2 (a) and agree with the | anguage “that does
not comply with Phase 1 and Phase 2 effective dates.” This wll
allow for the adequate “turn of inventory” within the supply chain
and facilitate conpliance.

Let me know i f you have any questions.



Bi Il Perdue

VP ESH - Standards
AHFA

336- 884- 5000, x117
276-806-2014 m
bper due@hf a. us
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Comment 8 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Dick

Last Name: Titus

Email Address: dtitus@kcma.org

Affiliation: Kitchen Cabinet Manufacturers Associatio

Subject: Comments on January 31, 2008 Revised ATCM for Compwood
Comment:

The Kitchen Cabi net Manufacturers Association (KCMA) appreciates
this opportunity to conment on the January 31, 2008, version of
the ATCM for conposite wood products nade avail able for a 15-day
conment peri od.

KCMA is the principal U S. trade association for manufacturers of
ki tchen cabi nets, bath vanities, and storage cabinets for other
roonms. The conmpwood ATCM will directly inpact all KCVA nmenbers
manuf acturing or selling cabinets in California.

Whod and wood products, including particleboard, hardwod plywood,
and nedi um density fiberboard, are essential materials used in the
manuf acture of the overwhelmng majority of industry products.

Cabi net manufacturers are subject to provisions of the ATCM
regul ating fabricators. W support the revised definition of

“fabricator” -- Section 93120.1(a)(12) -- that has been expanded
to include the production of |amnated products. The revised
definition of “lam nated product” -- Section 93120.1 (a) (25) --

al so i s supported.

The revised | anguage in Section 93120.7 (2)-(4) regarding the
treatment of |ami nated products clarifies how such products will
be regul ated. The revised | anguage is consistent with the scope
and purpose of the ATCM KCMA supports the revised | anguage

Currently, the regulation |acks a clear summary page of the

ef fective dates fabricators nust satisfy in order to be in

conpli ance such as was devel oped for conmpwood nanufacturers. W
request that such a chart be devel oped and added to the regul ation
or nade avail abl e as soon as possible to assist conpanies in
devel opi ng their conpliance strategy.

It is suggested that the clarification provided in Section
93120. 7(b) (3) regarding the responsibilities of |ocal government
agenci es and school districts clearly be nade applicable to al
state governnent agenci es.

KCVA general |y supports the 18-nonth sell-through provisions of
the regul ation.

CARB st aff deserves recognition for the openness and fairness wth
which this long and difficult process has been conducted. W
antici pate many chal | enges when the actual enforcenent phase

begi ns. Hopefully, the sanme approach will continue.
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Comment 9 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Scott

Last Name: Earnshaw

Email Address. scott.earnshaw@hexion.com
Affiliation:

Subject: CARB ATCM Submission
Comment:

COMVENTS COF

HEXI ON SPECI ALI TY CHEM CALS (Nz) LIM TED, NEW ZEALAND
CARTER HOLT HARVEY PI NEPANELS, NEW ZEALAND

DONGWHA PATI NNA NZ LTD, NEW ZEALAND

NELSON PI NE | NDUSTRI ES, NEW ZEALAND

ON THE PROPOSED Al RBORNE TOXI C CONTROL MEASURE

TO REDUCE FORVALDEHYDE EM SSI ONS FROM COVPOSI TE WOOD PRODUCTS

Dear sir/ madam

The parties above which include Hexion Specialty Chemi cals and the
three manufacturers of MDF in New Zeal and wel cone the opportunity
to offer coments and suggestions on the |atest Draft of the

Ai rborne Toxic Control Measure to reduce enissions from Conposite
Wbod Panel s i ssued on 31st January 2008. Pl ease find attached our
subm ssi on.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/112-carb_submission_f3_150208.pdf

Original File Name: CARB Submission F3 150208.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-14 19:47.01

No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Timothy

Last Name: Mann

Email Address; timmann@us.ibm.com
Affiliation: IBM

Subject: Comments on Proposed Formaldehyde ATCM
Comment:

| BM Conmrents on Modified Final Proposed Version of ATCMto reduce
For mal dehyde from Conposite Wod Products are attached

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/113-formaldehyde _atcm - ibm_comments.pdf

Origina File Name: Formaldehyde ATCM - IBM Comments.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 08:58:07

No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Michagl

Last Name: Zimmerman

Email Address. mzimmerman@sauder.com
Affiliation: Sauder Woodworking Co.

Subject: Comments on Feb 1st Draft of ATCM Composite Wood
Comment:

To the Board of California Air Resources Board (CARB)

Agai n, thank you for the opportunity to share sonme of our coments
regardi ng the CARB regul ati on 93120. W feel there are severa

i ssues in your regulation that need to be addressed.

1. Changes in the | anguage for sell-through for the Fabricator
section page 45 may be nore confusing. The original wording was
(Page 38 of the Dec 21st Draft):

a. Fi ni shed goods contai ni ng HWPW VC, HWPW CC, PB, MDF, or thin
MDF produced before the Phase 1 and Phase 2 effective dates
specified in section 93120.2 (a) may be sold, supplied offered for
sale by fabricators for up to eighteen nonths after each of the
specified effective dates.

It is now worded as (page 45 of Feb 1st draft):

b. Fi ni shed goods cont ai ni ng HAPW VC, HWPW CC, PB, MDF, or thin
MDF that does not conply with Phase 1 and Phase 2 effective dates
specified in section 93120.2 (a) may be used, sold, supplied,
offered for sale by fabricators for up to eighteen nonths after
each of the specified effective dates.

Thi s wordi ng change seens to allow a Fabricator to continue using
non- conpl yi ng conposite panels in their manufacturing processes
till June 30th 2010 and sell into California. Do we as a
Fabricator have till June 30th 2010 to conply?

2. The proposed finished product enforcement testing still Iacks
validation scientifically. The |lack of data or evidence for the
fini shed products testing is concerning. The regulation will be

i mpl emented wi t hout sound scientific data correlating raw pane

| arge chanber testing to a finished product enforcenent test.

There are several hundred different board mills in the world and a
t housand different nethods to finish a panel. Wat inmpact will each
vari abl e have on the finished product testing? WII each nmill have
a different emnission factor when sanded? Do finishes when renoved
i mpact the em ssion of the sanded conposite panel? Conbine both
unknowns and an already | arge error associated with finished
product emissions testing it may be inpossible to know whet her or
not a finished conposite panel was or was not conpliant to the
Regul ati on.

3. The regul ati on does not pronpte the use of lower emtting
conposite products use by the Fabricators. The regulation gives
the manufacturers incentives to use |lower enitting resins for
maki ng conposite panels. However, there is no incentive for the
Fabricators to buy and use those panels. 1In a cost-sensitive
market, price is still nore powerful than environnentally



friendly. Studies continue to show that the nmajority of consuners
will not pay even 1% nore for an environnmentally friendly product.
The I ower emtting panels will probably have sone added cost
associated with them |If the Fabricator cannot off-set that cost,
Fabricators will not use the lower emtting products that CARB
woul d I'ike to pronote. Is there not an off-set possible by
reduci ng the paper work or tracing requirenments or recognition??
4. WIIl there be nore specific |labeling requirenents, such as font
and size and specific wording for the CARB Phase | Conpliant?

5. WIIl there be specific wording for Bill of Lading and

| nvoi ces?

Si ncerely,

M chael Zi nmrer man
Seni or R&D Cheni st
Sauder Wbodwor ki ng Co.
nei nmer man@auder . com

Attachment:
Original File Name:
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Comment 12 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Sebastian

Last Name: Fernandez

Email Address; sebastian.fernandez@arauco.cl
Affiliation:

Subject: Comments from Paneles Arauco
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached file for coments on the ATCM
Best Regards,

Sebasti an Fernandez

Pl anni ng Engi neer

Panel es Arauco

Phone: 56-2-4617502
sebasti an. f er nandez @r auco. cl

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/115-comments_on_atcm.doc

Original File Name: Comments on ATCM.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 10:34:50

No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Suzanne

Last Name: Morgan

Email Address: suzanne@iwpawood.org

Affiliation: International Wood Products Association

Subject: IWPA Letter for Modified ATCM 15-day Public Comment Period
Comment:

Pl ease find attached | WPA's Comment Letter for the nodified
Ai rborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM dated January 31, 2008.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/116-iwpa_atcm_15-day comment_|etter.pdf

Origina File Name: IWPA ATCM 15-day Comment L etter.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 12:36:38

No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Thomas

Last Name: Julia

Email Address: tjulia@cpamail.org
Affiliation: Composite Panel Association

Subject: Comments on 15 Day Amendments to Rule
Comment:

Comments are attached

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/117-dcldocsl- 266134-v1-carb 15-day final.pdf

Origina File Name: DC1DOCS1-#266134-v1-CARB_15-day Final.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 13:39:23

No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Matt

Last Name: Wald

Email Address: mwald@rvia.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Comments Submitted by the Recreation Vehicle Industry Association (RVIA)
Comment:

Comrent s attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/118-california_comments.doc

Origina File Name: California Comments.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 13:47:51

No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: David

Last Name: Harmon

Email Address: David.Harmon@Hexion.com
Affiliation: Hexion Specialty Chemicals, Inc

Subject: Comments on the Proposed Airborn Toxic Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde

Emissions fu
Comment:

Attached are additional coments on this ATCM from Hexi on Specialty
Chenical s, Inc.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/119-hexion_additional _comments - 021508.doc

Original File Name: Hexion Additional Comments - 021508.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 13:47:57

No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Jim

Last Name: Rabe

Email Address: jrabe@masonite.com
Affiliation: Masonite Corporation

Subject: Public Comments on the Proposed ATC Measure 93120
Comment:

I am Vice President of Environnental Health and Safety for
Masonite Corporation. The follow ng conments are subnitted by ne
on behal f of Masonite. The followi ng comments and recomendati ons
were conplied through an extensive eval uati on by Masonite

techni cal, EHS, production and engi neering personnel. Masonite
beli eves themto be valid and reasonable for consideration by the
Air Resource Board to inprove the effectiveness and efficiency of
t he regul ati on.

Ji m Rabe

1. Masonite proposes the qualification period for the "Exenpt
ULEF" status (6 months of QC testing) be nade consistent with that
required for "no added-fornmal dehyde" status (3 nonths of QC tests).
Suggest ed | anguage:

"If, after three nonths of routine QC testing and one prinary or
secondary nethod test, 90% of the enissions results are within the
target value of 0.04 ppm and no enissions results exceed the cap
val ue of 0.06 ppm the manufacturer may inmediately petition the
Executive O ficer for approval of exenpt ULEF status."

2. Masonite plant personnel are concerned that testing one sanple
per shift (up to 540 tests per production line in six nonths) wll
be too burdensone on production if required to performthis nany
tests. Three nonths of daily testing would provide 90 data points
for production, which would be nore than adequate to give a
reliable estinate of the mean and variability of the em ssions
fromthe product. Standard practice in statistical nethods
accepts a mninmumof 30 data points to validate the sanple
popul ati on. Masonite proposes a reduction in QC test frequency
fromone per shift to one per day.

3. For the sane reason stated above the test frequency for
standard production for components that do not neet the ULEF
standard shoul d be reduced from once per shift to one per day.

4. QC test frequency should be reduced for products that attain
the ULEF, but not "exenpt ULEF", designation to once per week,

rat her than once every 48 hours. Once per week will yield 52 data
poi nts over a year, sufficient data for estimating the nean and
variability of the em ssions.

5. Exterior doors can be nade with | am nated veneer |unber stiles
and rails made with hardwood or softwood and capped with finger
jointed softwood. Masonite proposes this type of nmaterial does



not fall under the definition of HAPWand is exenpt fromthe
regul ati ons.

6. Masonite proposes that a 2-ply HAWPW CC panel have the sane

em ssions level as thin MDF. The basis for this is there are
2-ply door skins, conprised of a thin hardwod veneer which makes
up 10% of the skin by weight, lamnated to an MDF substrate that
makes up 90% of the skin by weight. Wen testing this skinin a
| arge chanmber the MDF will contribute the majority of the

em ssi ons.

7.CARB' s definition of a "wi ndow' includes janbs. The definition
of a "door" is not specific as to its conmponents. The definition
shoul d be revised to include fram ng nenbers for pre-hung doors.

8. Section 93120.7.b.2: Exterior doors and garage doors that
contai n conposite wood products are exenpt if the doors are nade
for exterior use. What is the definition of exterior use?

9. Section 93120.7.b.2: Exterior doors and garage doors that
contai n conposite wood products are exenpt if the doors contain

I ess then 3% by volune of HWPW PB or MDF. Masonite requests that
exterior doors be exenpt if the HAWPW PB or NMDF components nake up
15% or | ess by volunme of the finished door, if the conmponent is
seal ed entirely inside the door or has only one exposed edge. The
basis for this is that the snallest conponents of a door such as
conposite wood | ock bl ocks are totally encased inside a door and
rails which are only exposed on one edge can make up to 15% by

vol une of the door.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/120-masonite_comments _ 93120.doc

Original File Name: Masonite Comments 93120.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 13:50:16
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Comment 18 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Sarah

Last Name: Macedo

Email Address: smacedo@formaldehyde.org
Affiliation: Formaldehyde Council, Inc.

Subject: FCI comments regarding Proposed Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Reduce
Formal dehyde Emi
Comment:

Good Afternoon,

Pl ease see the Fornmal dehyde Council, Inc.'s comments regarding the
Proposed Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Reduce Formal dehyde
Emi ssi ons from Conposite Wod Products attached.

Feel free to contact us at 703.741.5750 with questions.

Best ,

Sar ah Macedo

Pr ogr am Coor di nat or

For mal dehyde Council, Inc.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/121-fci_comments -

_carb_proposed_airborne toxic_control _measure to reduce formaldehyde emissions from co
mposite wood_products 2152008.pdf

Original File Name: FCI Comments - CARB Proposed Airborne Toxic Control Measure to
Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products 2152008. pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 14:07:16

No Duplicates.



Comment 19 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Brad

Last Name: Miller

Email Address: bmiller@bifma.org
Affiliation: BIFMA Internationa

Subject: Office Furniture Industry Comments
Comment:

California Air Resources Board
P. 0. Box 2815
Sacranent o, CA 95812-2815

Dear M. Aguil a:

W appreciate this additional opportunity to conment on the

Ai rborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM to Reduce Formal dehyde

Emi ssions from Conposite Wod Products. BIFMA strongly supports

t he changes related to | am nated products as produced by
fabricators. These changes are essential as they address
potential confusion and ensure consistency of the scope and
application of the regulation with CARB direction and efforts

t hr oughout the devel opnent of the rule. BIFMA also strongly
supports the exenption for curved plywod as this helps to clarify
the focus of the regulation on the areas with maxi num ef fect.

Your efforts to better define the roles of manufacturers and
fabricators under the rule has been hel pful and the informal
response to our questions earlier this week was al so insightful

For | abeling purposes, we understand that a | abel shall be applied
on "every finished good produced or on every box contai ning

fini shed goods". That neans one | abel on the box would conply with
the regul ation but |abeling both the box and finished goods woul d
aide in enforcenent. Separate |abels can be used to identify
fabricator name, production date, and that the finished good was
made wi th conplying conposite wood products, as long as the | abels
are all visible (e.g., inside a cabinet door or on the back of a
credenza). |If three different finished goods were all packed on a
singl e skid, each would need a separate | abel

A label for a finished good does not need to |ist the nane of the
panel manufacturer. The fabricator only needs to keep records of
panel purchases to denmpnstrate that all composite wood products
used in finished goods conplied with the regul ati on. Records on

t he amount of conposite wood used to nake finished goods woul d
need to match the amount of conplying conmposite wood purchased
fromthe mlls.

Wth regard to potential inspections, fabricators and retailers
need to keep records to show they' ve taken "reasonabl e prudent
precautions” to ensure conpliance. These records need to be kept
in hard copy or electronic formand nust show that the fabricators
and retailers instructed their suppliers of the need for conplying



products. The fabricators and retailers nust also keep records to
show that their suppliers have stated that the products being
provi ded comply. This requirement would stop at the retailer and
not be carried on to the purchaser (e.g., hone or place of

busi ness).

Anot her issue to cone forward from one our nmenbers concerned
havi ng enough tinme to nmeet the California requirenents by the end
of the year. If no mechanismis in place to find out if that is a
wi despread reality, we recommrend a mid-sumer review to determ ne
if an extension is warranted.

Specific to the testing nmethods, in section 93120.9 (a) (2) (B)
the requirenent to denonstrate equival ence between the primry and
secondary nethod every year appears excessive. Once a |laboratory
has denonstrated equivalence, if |aboratories are accredited with
each of the test methods within their scope, approved third-party
certifiers can observe the testing at any tinme, and if the test

net hods have not been changed or updated, it appears to be a

wast eful exercise to repeat the extensive equival ence
determination testing every year. We respectful ly suggest it is
nore efficient to define any changes, which would trigger nore
frequent determ nations of equival ence, but otherw se default to a
frequency of every three, four, or even five years.

Simlarly, mandating inter-|aboratory conparisons be conducted
every two years is extrenely onerous and expensive, as required in
Appendix 3 (b) (1) (F). BIFMA's experience coordinating a
round-robin study for the ANSI/BI FMA furniture em ssions standards
has shown the trenmendous conplexity and coordi nation effort that
such a study requires. The requirenent for inter-laboratory
conpari son studies would be nuch nore appropriate if it was
required every five years or anytine there was a significant
change in the standard testing nethods.

Thank you for clarification of these inportant topics and

consi deration of our concerns. W |look forward to participating
in the Finished Product Test Method Task Group to help assure
appropriate tests for fornmal dehyde in finished products when
necessary in the enforcenment process.

Si ncerely,
Brad M| 1| er
Di rector of Comruni cati ons and Governnent Affairs

Busi ness and Institutional Furniture Manufacturers Associ ation
(BIFMA) I nternational

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwoodQ7/122-carb_comments.doc

Original File Name: CARB Comments.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 14:19:20

No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Dennis

Last Name: Bradway

Email Address: dennisb@mannington.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Modified Compwood ATCM
Comment:

February 15, 2008

Dear Ms Csondes
Subj ect: ARB Modified Compound ATCM

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comrent on the nodified
document .

I have a just few questions and conments regarding the documnent;
nost are really nmore questions as point of clarification

A) On page 1-58 there is reference to testing nmethod and frequency
for hardwood pl ywood which spells out a specified criteria based
upon weekly sq. ft of production. There should be a |evel of
flexibility regarding reduced testing requirenents if one can
denonstrate statistical conpliance at a reduced | evel of testing
burden. The test requirenment is to condition for seven days
before testing, so obviously it is not being directly used to

noni tor and adj ust one's process. |If testing is at zero
conditioning, then one is obligated to provide the correlation and
expected decay curve representing conpliance at the seven day
conditioning tineframe. | don’t believe as much of this data
exists for HAPW as ARB nmay be expect.

In the same respect that a manufacturer can define product
categories or groupings, a manufacturer should be able to subnmit a
statistically sound sanpling and testing schene utilizing approved
nmet hodol ogy in order to denonstrate conpliance. It will
ultimately be supported by the quarterly prinmary or secondary
testing anyway. W would sinply request the additional statenent
bel ow t he tabl e under paragraph “C’ on page 1-58

“Or sufficient sanpling frequency utilizing approved nethodol ogy
in order to denonstrate conpliance”

B) Since the testing nethods call for a seven day conditioning
time period, | assune even for field conpliance verification
testing, it would be mandated to foll ow the sanme protocol of
sanpl ing, appropriate conditioning then testing.

C) To us it would seem appropriate that conpliance testing should
be on a product or article as sold for point of use and tested in
a manner consistent with recommended use(i.e horizontal, finished



side up). Reducing of that product to its conponent parts to test
woul d render the product non serviceable and woul d al nbst certainly
reduce the accuracy and applicability of the test results.

D) W believe we should be able to start the exenption application
in parallel to the generation of the data collection process, with
approval contingent upon satisfactory denonstration of the data.
Thank you for consideration of these comments

Respectful |y

Denni s H Bradway

Mgr Techni cal Support
Manni ngton MI1ls

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files’BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/123-arb_modified atcm.doc

Original File Name: ARB modified ATCM.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 14:30:42

No Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Chris

Last Name: Cleet

Email Address: ccleet@itic.org

Affiliation: Information Technology Industry Council

Subject: ITI comments on composite wood products rule
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached comments fromthe |Informati on Technol ogy
I ndustry Council (ITlI) on the conposite wood products rule.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files’BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/124-iti_arb_comments 2 15 08.pdf

Original File Name: ITI ARB comments 2 15 08.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 14:38:37

No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Kip

Last Name: Howlett

Email Address: khowlett@hpva.org

Affiliation: Hardwood Plywood & Veneer Association

Subject: HPVA Comments on ATCM for Composite Wood Products
Comment:

Pl ease consider the attached conmments fromHPVA in regard to the
15-Day Notice of Public Availability of Mdified Text and

Avail ability of Additional Document for the Proposed Airborne
Toxi ¢ Control Measure to Reduce Fornal dehyde Emi ssions from
Conposite Wod Products.

Thank you.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/125-hpva_15-day public_comment_response.pdf

Original File Name: HPVA 15-Day Public Comment Response.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 14:54:26

No Duplicates.



Comment 23 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Alfred

Last Name: Hodgson

Email Address: baal ab@berkeleyanalytical.com
Affiliation: Berkeley Analytical Associates, LLC

Subject: Comments on Attachments 1 and 2
Comment:

Thank you for the opportunity to comrent on the revised ATCMto
reduce fornal dehyde em ssions from conposite wood products.

Ber kel ey Anal ytical Associates' coments on Attachnments 1 and 2
are contained in the attached docunent. Please contact us if you
woul d I'ike to discuss any of our comments in nore detail.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/126-baa_comments_atcm_formaldehyde comp wood feb1508.doc

Origina File Name: BAA Comments ATCM Formaldehyde Comp Wood_Feb1508.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 15:35:59

No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Patrick

Last Name: Dennis

Email Address; pdennis@gibsondunn.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Gibson, Dunn, and Crutcher
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/127-compwood070001. pdf

Original File Name: compwood070001. pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-15 16:04:45

No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
(compwoodQ7) - 15-1.

First Name: Randy

Last Name: Clark

Email Address: Non-web submitted comment
Affiliation:

Subject: Jeldwen
Comment:

Pl ease see attached

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-
old/compwood07/128-jel dwen0001. pdf

Origina File Name: jeldwen0001.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-02-20 12:32:50

No Duplicates.



