Q1.　Who is commenting? (choose the best fit)
Response: Representative of a product manufacturer(s)

Q2. If you are commenting as a representative, what is the name of the entity you are commenting on behalf of?
Response: The Japan Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Industry Association (JRAIA)

Q3. What industry(ies) do you represent?
Response:
We represent the air conditioning, heat pump, refrigeration, and water heating equipment sector.

Q4. What types of products or product categories may require a CUU determination?
Response:
Air conditioning, heat pump, and water heating equipment, including products composed of multiple integrated components supplied through multi-tier supply chains.

Q5. Definition of “Essential for health, safety, or the functioning of society”
Response:
While MPCA’s definition is valid, we believe a more detailed consideration is necessary depending on the product category.

Air conditioning, heat pump, and water heating equipment are essential to maintaining safe and habitable indoor environments, supporting the operation of critical facilities such as hospitals and schools, and protecting public safety during extreme heat and cold events.
Because these societal functions are indispensable, CUU program design should ensure that product availability and continuity of servicing can be maintained without undermining the program’s objectives.

Q6. Recommended considerations when defining “Alternative”
Response:
Equipment in our sector is typically long-lived, with expected service lives of approximately 15 to 25 years.
When evaluating alternatives, MPCA should consider not only short-term material substitution, but functional equivalence over the intended service life, compatibility with refrigerants and lubricants, reliability under temperature, pressure, and corrosive conditions, and compliance with applicable safety standards and building codes.

Q7. Recommended considerations when defining “Reasonably available”
Response:
An alternative should be considered “reasonably available” only if it can meet performance, safety, and durability requirements over the full intended service life and be supplied at commercial scale.
Cost should not be considered in isolation; evaluations should reflect a balanced assessment of safety, reliability, energy performance, supply stability, and the impacts of redesign and recertification.

Q8. How broadly should product categories be defined?
Response:
We support the use of product categories as a primary unit for CUU determinations.
Certain PFAS uses in our sector are not specific to individual manufacturers, but stem from industry-wide technical and safety requirements.
Excessively narrow or component-level categorization could lead to duplicative submissions for shared technical challenges and increase administrative burden without improving outcomes.
As noted above, certain PFAS uses are required to maintain product quality in order to meet technical and safety requirements that are common across air conditioning equipment.
We therefore strongly support granting CUU determinations on a product-category basis.
If product-category–based determinations are not permitted, we respectfully request that the CUU system be structured so that a CUU approved through an application by a specific company or industry association applies to all entities using the same use within that product category.

Q9. Should CUU requests be limited to a single product category?
Response:
Applicants should be allowed to submit CUU requests based on product categories or through consolidated submissions for similar products.
This approach can reduce duplicative filings, support consistent determinations, and improve overall implementability while preserving program objectives.

Q10. What safety or other standards are relevant?
Response:
In the air conditioning, heat pump, and water heating sector, product design and material selection are governed by the combined application of multiple safety standards, building codes, and regulatory requirements. These include requirements related to pressure containment, electrical safety, fire resistance, durability, and system reliability under extreme operating conditions.
While individual safety standards or codes may not explicitly mandate the use of specific chemical substances, compliance with the full set of applicable requirements can, in practice, necessitate materials capable of withstanding high temperatures, pressures, chemical exposure, and long-term operational stress.
In addition, federal regulatory frameworks governing refrigerant transitions—such as EPA’s Significant New Alternatives Policy (SNAP) program and the HFC phase-down under the American Innovation and Manufacturing (AIM) Act—significantly influence equipment design, safety compliance, and certification pathways. These frameworks may constrain feasible design and material options and should therefore be considered holistically when assessing whether technically viable and reasonably available alternatives exist.

Q11. CUU duration and renewal considerations
Response:
Product redesign, mandatory testing, and third-party certification require substantial time.
If CUU determinations involve fixed durations or renewals, MPCA should consider timelines aligned with product development and certification cycles, transparent procedures, and approaches that minimize unnecessary duplication.

Q12. Trade secret considerations
Response (optional):
We appreciate MPCA’s attention to trade secret protections. We do not have additional comments beyond the importance of safeguarding confidential technical and supply-chain information where appropriate.

Q13. Potential ongoing costs to society of continued PFAS use
Response:
Overly burdensome CUU requirements for low-exposure uses could produce unintended societal costs, including service delays, premature equipment replacement, increased waste generation, and higher lifecycle environmental impacts.
These considerations should be weighed alongside PFAS risk reduction objectives.

Q14–15. Administrative cost of requesting a CUU determination
Response:
Highly granular, component-level CUU determinations could significantly increase administrative burden due to the complexity of multi-tier supply chains and shared technical issues across products.
Category-based or consolidated approaches could meaningfully reduce duplicative effort for both applicants and the agency.

Q16–18. R&D, redesign, and validation cycles
Response:
Identifying, validating, and certifying alternative materials can take many years due to safety testing, performance validation, and code compliance requirements.
These development cycles generally do not align with short exemption durations, underscoring the importance of realistic timelines and streamlined renewal processes.

Additional comments / General
Response:
We respectfully encourage MPCA to continue engaging with stakeholders as CUU program details are developed.
Dialogue with industry associations, suppliers, and service organizations can help ensure a CUU framework that meaningfully reduces PFAS risks while preserving access to essential products and safe servicing.

