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ABSTRACT

The goal of this project is to develop chemical protective clothing for use by DOE
decontamination and decommissioning workers that will increase worker productivity-because it
is cooler and more comfortable than conventional protective clothing-while maintaining protection
against chemical liquids and vapors.

This report describes the results from Phase I of a two-phase project to complete
development of a new protective material and to demonstrate its utility in field trials at DOE sites.
The fabric is based on a perrnselective membrane that is freely permeable to water but essentially
impermeable to toxic organic vapors. In the first phase, the fabric properties were improved by
modifying both the materials and the preparation procedure used to form the membrane. Production
of the fabric was then scaled up to use commercial-scale production machinery. A small number
of prototype suits were made, and a preliminary suit evaluation was conducted. In Phase II, current
plans are to produce 300-400 suits for a complete laboratory and field demonstration program.

The fabrics produced during this project were a significant advancement in state-of-the-art
protective fabrics. No currently available fabrics combine protection against vapor and liquid
chemical hazards while minimizing the potential for heat stress by allowing water vapor to permeate
the fabric. The fabrics developed in this project meet the water transmission rate goals (greater than
800 g/m2”day) and provide chemical protection equivalent to currently used non-water-vapor-
permeable (occlusive) chemical protective suits. These results were achieved in a practical fabric
that is strong, durable, flexible, lightweight and easy to manufacture into a suit. A cost-benefit
calculation, based on the improvement in worker productivity achieved with MTR water-vapor-
permeable suits over a conventional occlusive suit shows that the MTR suits are cost effective only
if used for IXVOdays or more. However, small and achievable improvement in the fabric properties
and reductions in production cost as the process is scaled up would make M’Ill’s water-permeable
suits cost effective even when exchanged daily.
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Over the next three decades, the Department of Energy (DOE) faces an enormous
decontamination and decommissioning task as facilities associated with researck development, and
production of atomic weapons are closed. This task is complex and expensive because many sites
are contaminated with a variety of hazardous compounds ranging from asbestos, mercury and other
heavy metals, to toxic organic compounds, such as polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBS) and
chlorinated solvents, and radioactive metals and salts. Because of the hazards of exposure to these
materials, workers must Ilequently wear completely encapsulating protective garments. These
garments are impermeable to particulate, aerosols, and organic vapors and provide good protection
from toxic contaminants. However, the garments are heavy, time consuming to don and remove,
and most importantly, are impermeable to water vapor. Since the garments are water vapor
impermeable, it is very difficult for body heat to escape. As a result, workers easily become heat
stressed and must rest frequently.

The goal of this project is to develop chemical protective clothing for use by DOE
decontamination and decommissioning workers that will increase worker productivity-because it
is cooler and more comfortable than conventional protective clothing-while maintaining protection
against chemical liquids and vapors. This report describes the results from Phase I of the two-phase
project to complete development of the fabric and to demonstrate its utility in field trials at DOE
sites. In the fust phase, the fabric properties were improved by modi@ing both the materials and
the preparation procedure used to form the membrane. Production of the fabric was then scaled up
to use commercial-scale production machinery. A small number of prototype suits were made, and
a preliminary suit evaluation was conducted. In Phase II, current plans are to produce 300-400 suits
will be produced for a complete laboratory and fieid demonstration program.

Heat stress, which refers to a number of illnesses resulting from overheating, is one of the
primary drawbacks of wearing protective clothing. As the body’s core temperature rises above
98.6”F, motor and mental skills become sluggish. Cramps, heat fatigue and exhaustion, dizziness,
collapse, or even stroke may follow. These problems are known under a variety of names including
heat rash, heat fatigue, heat cramp, heat exhaustion, heat collapse, and heat stroke. The potential
for heat stress depends on two factors: the rate at which the body generates heat and the rate at
which the body can dissipate heat to the environment. The body naturally generates heat through
metabolism; as metabolism increases (for example, through strenuous activity), the amount of heat
generated also increases.

To maintain a constant temperature, the body must get rid of this metabolic heat by
dissipating it to the environment. If the body cannot dissipate enough heat, the body temperature
begins to rise, resulting in heat stress. Heat dissipation occurs by a number of mechanisms including
conduction, convection, radiation, and evaporation. The environmental conditions (temperature,
humidity, air movement) determine how much heat can be dissipated by each mechanism. For
example, on cold, windy days, heat is easily lost through convection, on high humidity days, very
little heat can be lost through evaporation. The human body has two mechanisms to actively control
heat dissipation. The first is regulation of blood flow near the skin: as body temperature increases,
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the blood flow is increased to the skin from which heat is dissipated to the air by conduction. The
closer the surrounding air temperature is to the body temperature, the less effective is this
mechanism at dissipating heat and cooling the body. As the temperature rises, more and more heat
is dissipated by the second mechanism+vaporation. At temperatures above 95‘F, almost all heat
is lost through evaporation. The body exploits the evaporation mechanism through sweating—as
sweat evaporates it carries heat with it, cooling the bocly. If the surrounding air is saturated with
water, sweat will not evaporate, and this mechanism is not effective in cooling the body.

Protective clothing has become lighter weight <andmore flexible during the past 10 years,
with the introduction of multilayer polymer fabrics such as Saranex-coated Tyvek. The lightweight
reduces the heat insulative characteristics of the fabrics, and the flexibility reduces the effort
required to move around in them. However, these fabrics are still impermeable to water vapor, so
workers are still exposed to heat stress. A second advance is the development of protective clothing
that allows permeation of water vapor, but still protects against chemical hazards. Some water-
permeable fabrics provide limited protection against liquid chemicals, but not against chemical
vapors. The goal of this project is to develop water-permeable fabrics that also provide chemical
protection against both liquid and vapor hazards.

Prior to this project, Membrane Technology and Research, Inc. (MTR) had developed
improved protective clothing fabric that provides protection equivalent to that in current suits, but
is water-vapor-permeable to minimize heat stress, and lighter weight for improved wearer comfort.
The innovative feature of this improved fabric is an ultrathin, permseIective membrane that is
extremely permeable to water but impermeable to toxic organic compounds. The membrane layer
protects the body from aIl particulate and liquid hazards and gives extended protection against
organic vapors. To add further protection, the fabric has a sorptive layer, consisting of a porous
membrane containing dispersed carbon adsorbent. This layer increases the protective capacity
against organic liquids and vapors and acts as a backup barrier in case the outer membrane is
breached by abrasion or wear. The membrane layers are coated onto a conventional nylon fabric
that provides mechanical strength. Improvements needed for this fabric included increased
durability and flexibility, and reduced weight and thickmess. Also, this fabric had been produced
only on a small scale, axialneeded to be scaled up to quantities large enough to make prototype suits.
The criteria defining a successfid fabric are summarized in Table 1.
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Tablel. Protective Fabric Criteria

1. Water vapor transmission rate
Heat stress measurements indicate that a worker wearing the MTR suit will be
measurably cooler than if wearing a conventional Saranex-coated Tyvek suit.

2. Chemical permeation rate
Dichloromethane breakthrough time (- 5 rein) and permeation rate should be
comparable to Saranex-coated Tyvek fabric (- 100 pg/cm2*min).

3. Fabric durability
Suits have flexibility and durability comparable to current chemical protective
clothing.

4. Fabric manufacturability
Enough full-scale rolls of fabric (1 m wide x 100 m long) have been produced
to make 10 to 20 prototype suits

5. Suit manufacturability
A cooperating manufacturing company has been identified and 10-15 suits for
laboratory tests have been produced.

6. Cost effectiveness of suit
An economic analysis shows that the savings due to higher worker productivity
are greater than the price difference between MTR and lower-cost conventional
suits.

The goal of Phase I of this project was to produce optimized fabric meeting the criteria
shown in Table 1 in commercial-scale rolls, and to make and test prototype suits. The specific
objectives of Phase I were to:

●

●

●

●

Produce high~quality protective fabric in rolls 1 m (40 in) wide and 100-200 m
(100-200 yd) long.
Incorporate this material into prototype suits.
Evaluate the suits in the laboratory.
Conclude an agreement with a collaborating suit manufacturer to produce demonstration
suits for Phase II of the project.

To accomplish these objectives, the Phase I project had three major components: fabric
optimization, commercial-scale fabric production, and prototype suit production and evaluation. An
outline of each component and a summary of the results of the work are given below.

a) Fabric Optimization: Fabric optimization involved optimization of the individual layers
included in the final protective fabric, and optimization of the way these layers are combined. The
fabric components studied during the fabric optimization process were the support fabric, the sorbent
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layer (including the sorbent used, the polymer used, and the ratio of the two), and the permselective
layer (including the polymer and post-treatment methods). We also studied the geometry used to
combine the individual layers into the final protective fabric. The resulting fabric combined four
attributes: resistance to chemical permeation, high water vapor transmission rates, durability,
flexibility and light weight.

During the project, we developed two fabrics-h4TR-l and MTR-2—that combine the four
attributes. Figure 1 shows a diagram of MTR-2, which is a laminate of lsvo identical, composite
fabrics that we refer to as permselective fabric. The pemlselective fabric is manufactured by casting
a sorptive layer of zeolite-loaded poly(vinylidene fluoride) on a woven support fabric. A thin
permselective polymer layer of polyvinyl alcohol is solution-coated onto the sorbent layer. The two
permselective fabrics are laminated by joining the permselective layers, leaving the woven support
fabric on both outer surfaces of the protective fabric (or laminated fabric). MTR-1 consists of one
permselective fabric layer laminated to a nonwoven fabric, which forms the inside layer of the
resulting fabric. Thus, MTR-1 is more codortable but less protective than MTR-2. Both fabrics
combine moderate chemical permeation resistance, moderate water transmission, and good physical
properties and durability.

<

Identical
permselectiv

fabrics

6orbent layer

Permselective layer
ILamination

Fi@re 1. Structure of MTR-2 protective clothing fabric.

b) Commercial-Scale Fabric Production: Commercial-scale fabric production involved
scaling up from the 12-inch-wide machines used during fabric optimization to 40-inch-wide
machines. Outside suppliers of techniques and methods not available within MTR were identified
as necessary. Rolls of 40-inch-wide (lm) fabric at least 100 m long were required for use in
prototype suit fabrication; a reliable fabrication method was developed for use in fiture commercial
production.

Problems encountered and solved during scale-up resulted mainly from difficulties in
handling the wider fabric, for example, wrinkling and curling of the edges. One roll of MTR-2 was
prepared plus one roll using the nonwoven material for the inner layer (MlX-l). Evaluations of the
fabric pefiormed by outside laboratories included: chemical permeation, moisture vapor
transmission rate (MWTR), and physical properties. The results showed that the water vapor
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transmission goal was met, and that the chemical permeation resistance was adequate, but not as
high as hoped. Table 2 shows a comparison of the new fabrics with currently available protective
clothing.

Table 2. Properties of MTR and Commercially Available Protective Fabrics

Property MTR-1

ChemicalPermeation 440
(dichloromethane)(pg/cm2”min)

E===+=’

Saranex-
Coated

MT&2 Tyvek Tyvek Barricade

165 high 120 <().]

800-1,300 1,000-2,000
I

o 0

8 8 10 21
I I I

c) Prototype Suit Production and Evaluation: Several manufacturers of protective clothing
were contacted; Kappler Safety Group, Gantesville, AL was eventually selected to make prototype
suits. Twelve prototype suits were made: 7 from MTR-2 fabric, and 5 from MTR- 1 fabric. The suits
were evaluated for chemical protection, physical characteristics, and effect on worker productivity.
Finally an economic evaluation was performed to compare the value of increased worker
productivity versus the cost of the suit. An estimate of the commercial potential of the fabric was
made from the economic analysis and market estimates.

Heat stress modeling indicated the MTR fabrics increase worker productivity over
conventional Saranex-coated Tyvek suits, but the increase was not as large as expected based on the
water vapor transmission results (Table 2). Using production cost estimates, we quantified the
potential benefits of protective clothing made from our fabric. The estimated price for suits made
from MTR% fabrics are $60 and $66 for fabrics MTR-1 and MTR-2, respectively; the cost of a
conventional occlusive suit is $31. Based on these costs and a 10°/0improvement in worker
productivity, the cost benefit of using water-vapor-permeable suits compared to occlusive suits can
be calculated. The analysis shows that the water-vapor-permeable suit is cost effective if worn for
two days or more.

A moderate cost reduction and a slight improvement in water vapor transmission rate wouid
make the MTR fabric competitive if exchanged daily. The cost reduction can be achieved by using
a less expensive material for the support fabric and reducing the costs for capital equipment; the
water transmission rate can be increased by optimizing the lamination process. If these
improvements were made, the drop in fabric price would result in a suit price of $56. All of these
improvements could be achieved by teaming with a company that has expertise with conventional
fabric production.

5



We conclude that the fabrics produced during this project area significant advancement in
state-of-the-art protective fabrics. No available fabrics combine protection against vapor as well as
liquid chemical hazards while reducing the potential for heat stress by allowing water vapor to
permeate the fabric. MTR’s fabrics achieved the water vapor transmission rate goals (greater than
800 g/m2”day) and provided chemical protection similar to currently used non-water-vapor-
permeable chemical protective suits. These results were achieved in a practical fabric that is strong,
durable, flexible, lightweight and easy to manufacture into a suit. We also believe that the fabric
cost can be reduced further, to make MTR’s fabric an attractive alternative for users of chemical
protective clothing.

2. INTRODUCTION

The goal of this project is to develop chemical protective clothing for use by DOE
decontamination and decommissioning workers that will increase worker productivity-because it
is cooler and more cotiortable than conventional protective clothing-while maintaining protection
against chemical liquids and vapors.

This report describes the results from Phase I of a two-phase project to complete
development of the fabric and to demonstrate its utility in field trials at DOE sites. In the first phase,
the fabric propeties were improved by modi@ing both the materials and the preparation procedure
used to form the membrane. Production of the fabric was then scaled up to use commercial-scale
production machinery. A small number of prototype suits were made, and a preliminary suit
evaluation was conducted. In Phase II, current plans are to produce 300-400 suits for a complete
laboratory and field demonstration program.

2.1 Background to DOE Problem

Over the next three decades, the Department of Energy faces an enormous decontamination
and decommissioning task as facilities associated with research, development, and production of
atomic weapons are closed. This task is complex and expensive because many sites are
contaminated with a variety of hazardous compounds ranging from asbestos, mercury and other
heavy metals, to toxic organic compounds, such as PCB and chlorinated solvents, and radioactive
metals and salts. Because of the hazards of exposure to these materials, workers must frequently
wear completely encapsulating protective garments. These garments are impermeable to
particulate, aerosols, and organic vapors and provide good protection from toxic contaminants.
However, the garments are heavy, time consuming to clon and remove, and most importantly, are
impermeable to water vapor. Since the garments are water vapor impermeable, it is very difficult
for body heat to escape. As a result workers easily become heat stressed and must rest frequently.

2.2 Personal Protective Equipment

When performing decontamination and decommissioning tasks at hazardous or radioactive
facilities, the equipment and procedures used to protect the workers also lower worker efllciency
and productivity. Depending on the hazards present, workers maybe required to wear respiratory

6



protection; particle, liquid, or vapor resistant clothing; layered boots and gloves; and even self-
contained breathing apparatus (SCBA). These items of personal protective equipment (PPE) reduce
worker efllciency and productivity because they

● restrict mobility, vision, and communication;
● increase fatigue due to the weight and restrictiveness of the equipment;
● reduce working time because of the non-working time required for donning and doffig PPE,

decontamination, equipment changes (for example, air tanks), and special training and
inspection; and

● increase heat stress due to impermeability to water vapor (sweating cannot effectively cool
the body if water vapor cannot escape from the suit), requiring more frequent breaks and
reducing efficiency while working.

The degree to which these factors affect worker productivity depends on the seriousness of
the hazard present at the site.

The EPA has categorized four levels of chemical protective clothing; the level required for
a given situation depends on the amount and toxicity of the chemicals present, the duration of
exposure, and the physical environment. In extreme (or unknown) conditions, the highest level of
skin and respiratory protection (Level A) is required. Level A protection requires a gas-tight, filly
encapsulating suit with gas-tight closures to boots and gloves. Breathing air must be supplied by
SCBA or an airline respirator. To protect against many chemical agents found at hazardous sites,
not only must the suit be gas-tight, but the fabric must not allow significant permeation of the
chemical through the fabric itself. To achieve this high degree of protection, the worker must
contend with heavyh.dky equipment, thickhtiff fabrics, and hothnpermeable suits.

Less hazardous situations require less protective equipment. Level B protection is used when
the skin-absorption hazard of the chemical is not as severe as at Level A. Level B protection
includes the same respiratory protection as Level A (SCBA), but non-gas-tight suits are acceptable.
Level C requires the sameprotective clothing as Level B, but a respirator is used instead of SCBA.
The lowest level of protection defined by the EPA, Level D, consists of essentially standard work
clothing. Depending on the site, all levels may require use of a hard hat, protective gloves, hearing
protection, and foot protection.

These EPA standards are not the only guidelines available to users of PPE.(1) The National
Fire Protection Association has a set of very specific standards for protective guidelines; OSHA also
has standards tha~ although not very specific, are enforceable by law. Manufacturers of protective
equipment also provide advice on the suitability of their equipment for use under various conditions.
In the end, the user must determine what PPE is appropriate for the specific conditions of the
particular site being worked ou these decisions require individuals with expertise in health and
safety issues, understanding of the types of PPE available, and knowledge of the hazards to be
encountered at the site.
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2.3 Current Protective Clothing

As with PPE in general, different levels of personal protective clothing (PPC) are worn under
different hazardous conditions. The types of PPC that correspond approximately to the EPA’s levels
of protection are shown in Table 3.] Typically the protective clothing used at DOE sites is of the
Level B or C variety. Although these suits are light and relatively inexpensive, they are
impermeable to water and therefore ho~ increasing the potential for heat stress and reduced
productivity.

Another way to look at the current state of chemical protective clothing is to compare the
protection characteristics and the comfort characteristics of commercially available clothing.
Figure 2 shows a qualitative comparison of these characteristics for several commercial suits.
Clothing worn against particulate hazards ranges from permeable to impermeable; typically clothing
worn to protect against volatile organic compounds (VOCS) is completely impermeable to water
vapor.

1 The EPA does not describe specific standards for clothing to meet their guidelines for
protective levels, so these types of clothing are only MTR’s interpretation of the PPC that would be
appropriate for a particular level of protection.
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Table3. EPA Levels of Chemical Protective Clotilng
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LevelA Extreme Extremelyresistantto One-piece, Challenge6400(R,M, vE) Expensive, impermeable
chemicalpermeation gas-tight, Responder(D,M, E) to water vapor (very

Respiratory and degradation sealedseams ChemrelMax(D, M, E) hot), thick and stiff,
Skin(vapor TrellchemExtra(K S, vE) cumbersome
and liquid)

LevelB Moderate Moderatelyresistantto Sealed Tyvek/Saranex-coatedTyvck Haz-MatResponse Moderatecost,
chemicalpermeation seams Suit (D, M, 1) impermeableto water

Respiratory anddegradation Tychem9400 SplashSuit (D, M, E) vapor (very hot),
Skin(vapor KapplerCPF IV SplashSuit (D, M, E) cumbersome,only
and liquid) moderatechemical

protection
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Respiratory penetrationby liquids; Chemrel,PVC,Neoprene,Comfort-Gard and flexible, little
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protection
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vE, E, I, C = veryexpensive(>$1,000),expensive(>$100-$1,000),moderateprice(>$20-100),inexpensive@20)



Figure 2. Water vapor permeability and protective characteristics of commercially available
clothing ~E=polyethylene].

2.4 Heat Stress

Heat stress, which refers to a number of illnesses resulting from overheating, is one of the
primary drawbacks of wearing protective clothing.(2-5) As the body’s core temperature rises above
98.6”F, motor and mental skills become sluggish. Cramps, heat fatigue and exhaustion, dizziness,
collapse, or even stroke may follow. These problems are known under a variety of names including
heat rash, heat fatigue, heat cramp, heat exhaustion, heat collapse, and heat stroke.

The potential for heat stress depends on two factors: the rate at which the body generates heat
and the rate at which the body can dissipate heat to the environment. The body naturally generates
heat through metabolism; as metabolism increases (for example, through strenuous activity), the
amount of heat generated also increases.

To maintain a constant temperature, the body must get rid of this metabolic heat by
dissipating it to the environment. If the body cannot dissipate enough heat, the body temperature
begins to rise, resulting in heat stress. Heat dissipation occurs by a number of mechanisms including
conduction, convection, radiation, and evaporation. The environmental conditions (temperature,
humidity, air movement) determine how much heat can be dissipated by each mechanism. For
example, on cold, windy days, heat is easily lost through convection; on high humidity days, very
little heat can be lost through evaporation. The human body has two mechanisms to actively control
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heat dissipation. The first is regulation of blood flow near the slciy as body temperature increases,
the blood flow is increased to the skin from which heat is dissipated to the air by conduction. The
closer the surrounding air temperature is to the body temperature, the less effective is this
mechanism at dissipating heat and cooling the body. As the temperature rises, more and more heat
is dissipated by the second mechanism-evaporation. At temperatures above 95 “F, almost all heat
is lost through evaporation. The body exploits the evaporation mechanism through sweating; as
sweat evaporates, it carries heat with it and cools the body. If the surrounding air is saturated with
water, sweat will not evaporate, and this mechanism is not effective in cooling the body.

From the proceeding discussion, it is apparent that the potential for heat stress rises when:

● The rate of metabolic heat generation is high (from strenuous activity).
● The rate of convective heat dissipation is low (due to either high ambient temperature or to

clothing that insulates the body or prevents airflow to the body).
● The rate of evaporative heat transfer is Iow (because ambient humidity is high or because

impermeable clothing prevents the escape of water vapor, resulting in saturated air
immediately adjacent to the skin).

The American Cotierence of Government Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) has issued
“Permissible Heat Exposure Threshold Limit Values.>’(@ These limits, summarized in Figure 3,
depend on the wet bulb globe temperature (WBGT a combination of ambient temperature, humidity,
and radiation), the work load, and the lype of clothing being worn. For example, if the WBGT at
the worksite is 85 ‘F (29°C) and the level of work is moderate, the worker can work for only 50%
of each hour. The remaining portion of each hour must be used for resting in a cooler environment.
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Figure 3. Heat stress exposure limits recommended by the American Conference of Government
Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH). (Worker is assumed to be wearing summer-weight work
clothes.)

The type of clothing plays an important role in determiningg susceptibility to heat stress, and
the length of time a worker can work before the ACGIH heat stress limits are reached. Figure 4
shows the ACGIH limits for a worker performing moderate work with different lypes of clothing.
Using the example of a slightly cooler worksite than above (80”F, 27°C), the worker can spend
100’%0of each hour working in summer-weight clothing, but only 25% in a winter work uniform.
Wearing a suit that is impermeable to water vapor limits working time even fiu-ther.
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Figure 4. Effect of clothing type on heat stress exposure limits (under moderate work load),

The ACGIH heat exposure limits demonstrate the restrictions that heat stress and protective
clothing place on worker productivity, and indicate the need for ways to keep workers cool while
still protecting,them from chemical hazards. To keep workers cool, one of two approaches (other
than frequent rests and working during cool parts of the day) is used: cooling vests or lightweight,
water-vapor-permeable clothing.

The simplest form of cooling vest contains ice packs; the more sophisticated form contains
tubes through which cool water can be pumped. Cooling vests are commercially available; however,
they have several drawbacks. The vests are heavy and cumbersome, they have a limited life before
they need to be regenerated, and health problems have been reported due to uneven cooling supplied
by some models.

Protective clothing has become lighter weight and more flexible during the past 10 years,
with the introduction of multilayer, polymer fabrics such as Saranex-coated Tyvek. The light weight
reduces the heat insulative characteristics of the fabrics, and the flexibility reduces the effort
required to move around in them. However, these fabrics are still impermeable to water vapor, so
workers are still exposed to heat stress. A second advance is the development of protective clothing
that allows permeation of water vapor, but still protects against chemical hazards. Some water-
vapor-permeable fabrics provide limited protection against liquid chemicals, but not against
chemical vapors. The goal of this project is to develop water-vapor-permeable fabrics that also
provide chemical protection against both liquid and vapor hazards.

2.5 Background to MTR’s Protective Clothing Technology

Prior to this project, Membrane Technology and Research, Inc. (MTR) had developed
improved protective clothing fabric that provides protection equivalent to that in current suits, but
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is water-vapor-permeable to minimize heat stiess, and lighter weight for improved wearer comfort.
The innovative feature of this improved fabric is an ultrathin, permselective membrane layer that
is extremely permeable to water but impermeable to toxic organic compounds (Figure 5). The
membrane layer protects the body from all particulate and liquid hazards and gives extended
protection against organic vapors. To add fhrther protection, the fabric has a sorptive layer,
consisting of a porous membrane containing dispersed carbon adsorbent. This layer increases the
protective capacity against organic liquids and vapors and acts as a backup barrier in case the outer
membrane is breached by abrasion or wear. The membrane layers are coated onto a conventional
nylon fabric that provides mechanical strength. The moisture vapor transmission rate (MVTR)
through this fabric is 600-950 g/m2day, compared to protective impermeable butyl rubber suits with
a transmission rate of 0-10 g/m2”day,and non-protective porous Tyvek suits with a transmission rate
of 1,000-2,000 g/m2”day.

Rolls of the fabric 30 cm (12 in) wide and 100 m (100 yd) long are produced routinely. A
few rolls had been made on commercial-scale machinery to produce fabric 1 m (40 in) wide. The
fabric had been extensively tested in the laboratory and had been shown to give protection against
organic compounds. However, the fabric needed improvement for it to be commercially acceptable,
particularly in the areas of chemical protection, flexibility, and durability. These issues were the
focus of this project.

Hazardous Environment

Permselective
Layer

Sorptive
Layer

%::prt

Perspiration

Personnel

Figure 5. MTR’s protective clothing concept.

3. RESEARCH PLAN

3.1 Overall Objective

The goal of the Phase I project was to produce optimized fabric in commercial-scale rolls
and to make and test prototype suits. The specific objectives of Phase I were to:
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Produce high-quality protective fabric in rolls 1 m (40 in) wide and 100-200 m
(100-200 yd) long.
Incorporate this material into prototype suits.
EvaIuate the suits in the laboratory.
Conclude an agreement with a collaborating suit manufacturer to produce demonstration
suits for Phase II of the project.

A number of specific issues (technical, production, regulatory, and economic) had to be
resolved for this project to have a successful outcome. Some of these issues are listed in Table 4.

Table 4. Issues to be Resolved During Technology Development

Issue - Phase

rechnical Issues
1. Current fabric flexibility and durability is marginal. I
2. A final determination of the proper balance between I

comfort and protection has not been made.
3. Lifetime of suit not established. II

?roduction Issues
1. Only limited experience has been generated with industrial- 1

scale fabric production equipment.
2. Suit production issues have not been addressed to date. I

MTR has limited experience in this area.
3. Suit design not established I

<egnIatory Issues
1. Suits not yet tested under field conditions to convince II

potential users of safety and efficiency.

Zconomic Issues
1. True cost of fabric and suits made from this fabric are not I

known.
“ 2. Production and market strategy not defined II

3.2 Performance Goals

Our proposal included specific criteria for the Phase I fabric scale-up and production and the. .
preliminary suit studies to be considered successftd. However, comparison with current
commercially available suits has lead us to believe that these criteria were unnecessarily strict.
Certainly, a suit meeting our criteria would be very successfid in that it would be fa better than any
suit now available; however, suits not meeting these strict requirements may still bean improvement
over currently available suits and should not be ruled out. We believe a successfid outcome of this
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project is a suit with chemical protective properties and durability similar to current suits, but with
water vapor transmission properties that will allow longer working hours due to reduced heat stress.
Table 5 compares our original success criteria with those we now believe are more realistic.

Table 5. Success Criteria

Original Criteria Realistic Criteria

1. Water vapor transmission

The test fabric to achieve a moisture vapor Heat stress measurements indicate that a
transmission rate (MVTR) of 800-1,000 worker wearing the MTR suit will be able to
g/m2.day. Suits are significantly more work measurably longer without a break than if
comfortable than Saranex-coated Tyvek or wearing a conventional Saranex-coated Tyvek
butyl rubber suits. suit.

2. Chemical permeation

Dichloromethane breakthrough time of greater Dichloromethane breakthrough time of -5 rnin
than 300 minutes, with a dichloromethane and dichloromethane permeation rate of -200
permeation rate thereafter of less than pg/cm2min, comparable to Saranex-coated
5 mgfm2.s. Tyvek fabric.

3. Fabric durability

Suits have adequate flexibility, abrasion and Suits have flexibility and durability comparable
wear resistance to allow use for 5-15 days to current chemical protective clothing.
before discarding.

4. Fabric manufacturability

At least 3-5 sample rolls of this fabric, 1 m (40 Enough rolls of this fabric (1 m wide x 100 m
in) wide, 100 m (yd) long have been produced. long) have been produced to make 10-20

prototype suits.

5. Suit manufacturability

A cooperating manufacturing” company has A cooperating manufacturing company has
been identified and 10-15 suits for laboratory been identified and 10-15 suits for laboratory
tests have been produced. tests have been produced.

6. Cost effectiveness of suit

A technical and economic analysis of the fabric km economic analysis shows that the savings
and suit production process shows that suits due to higher worker productivity are greater
can be provided to the end users at a cost of than the price difference between MTR and
$10-30/suit. lower-cost conventional suits.
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3.3 Outline of Phase I Research Plan

The Phase I project had three major components: fabric optimization, commercial-scale
fabric production, and prototype suit production and ewduation. An outline of each step is given
below, details of the work are given in the following sections.

a) Fabric Optimization: Fabric optimization involved optimization of the individual layers
included in the final protective fabric, and optimization of the way these layers are
combined. The fabric components studied during the fabric optimization process were the
support fabric, the sorbent layer (including the sorbent used, the polymer used, and the ratio
of the two), and the pennselective layer (including the polymer and post-treatment methods).
We also studied the geometry used to combine the individual Iayers into the final protective
fabric.

b) Commercial-Scale Fabric Production: Commercial-scale fabric production involved
scaling up from the 12-inch-wide machines used during fabric optimization to 40-inch-wide
machines. Outside suppliers of techniques and methods not available within MTR were
identified as necessary. Rolls of 40-inch-wide fabric at least 100 m long were required for
use in prototype suit fabrication. A reliable method was developed for use in future
commercial production.

c) Prototype Suit Production and Evaluation: A commercial protective clothing
manufacturer (Kappler Safe~ Group, Gantesville, AL) was found to fabricate 10 to 15
prototype suits, to demonstrate the manufacturability of protective clothing made liom our
fabric. These prototype suits were evaluated under laboratory conditions for their comfo~
durability, and protective characteristics. Finally an economic evaluation was performed to
compare the value of increased worker productivity versus the cost of the suit. An estimate
of the commercial potential of the fabric was made from the economic analysis and market
estimates.

4* EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES

4.1 Fabric Preparation

Most of the fabric optimization program was performed at the laboratory scale, using 30-
cm-wide fabric coating and casting machines. Details of the processes and equipment are given
below.

The procedure for putting the sorbent layer onto the support fabric is called “casting”; a
casting machine is illustrated in Figure 6. A film of casting slurry, consisting of sorbent suspended
in a polymer solution in a water-miscible solvent, is doctored onto a moving belt of fabric. The
fabric belt then passes into a water bath which precipitates the polymer and sorbent as a microporous
film. The film produced has an asymmetric porous structure, with one side having pore diameters
on the order of 0.5-5.0 pm and the other consisting of a skin with very fine pores, on the order of
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0.01-0.02 pm. The fabric is collected on a take-up roll, after which the support is washed, to remove
any remaining solvent, and dried. Continuous rolls of fabric, up to 100 meters long, can be
prepared. This process can be used with both woven and nonwoven fabrics, and with a variety of
polymers. The viscosity of the polymer and speed of the fabric belt must be controlled to ensure the
polymer is completely precipitated before being wound onto the take-up roll, and to ensure polymer
does not bleed through the support fabric.

Fabric Taka-up
rollSolution ,

roll
1

C04-F

Figure 6. Schematic of the membrane casting machme used to prepare the sorbent-loaded
microporous membrane on support fabric. Continuous rolls of fabric can be made by
both the 30-cm (12-in) and the l-m (40-in) machines.

After preparation of the sorbent-loaded sorptive layer, the permselective layer is applied by
a coating technique using the coating machine illustrated in Figure 7. Support membrane from a
feed roll passes through the coating tank, which contains a dilute solution of the polymer. The
moving support membrane is coated with a liquid layer. After evaporation of the solvent in a drying
oven, a thin polymer layer remains. The resulting composite material is wound onto a take-up roll.
The thickness and number of defects in the permselective layer depend on the concentration and
viscosity oflhe coating solution used and the nature of the microporous support film.

Drying
own

Applicator
Veriablaspeed system
motordriven
take-uproll

Dip-costing’
tank

Figure 7. Schematic of a thin-film coath~machine.
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4.2 Test Procedures

Quantitative and qualitative tests measuring key fabric properties were used to guide the
fabric optimization program. The principal tests are listed in Table 6. The most important tests are
for water vapor transmission measured by Doisture yapor fm.nsmission Iate [MVTR] and organic
vapor permeation. Other properties of the fabric, including sorbent capacity, gas permeation,
weight, thickness, flexibility, and durability, were also determined. The tests used at MTR to
evaluate trial fabric samples are described briefly below. The detailed procedures for measuring
sorbent capacity, chemical vapor permeation, and MVTR are included ~ Appendix A.

Table 6. Tests Used to Evaluate Fabric and Clothing

Criterion Test Method Standard

1. Water vapor transmission

Moisture water vapor transmission rate (MVTR)
Upward ASTM E96-94
Downward ASTM E96-94

Thermal manikin (inverted)

2. Chemical permeation

Dichloromethane breakthrough time ASTM F739-91
Dichloromethane permeation rate ASTM F739-91

3. Durability and physical properties

Hydrostatic resistance FTMS 5512
(before and after abrasion)

Grab breaking strength FTMS 5100
-Ehnendorftear strength ASTM D1424
Flex durability ASTM F392
Weight
Thickness

. ..----- “.. ,-- .. ---- .,
AS 1M: American socle~ ror 1esung or Matenzus
FSTM: Federal Test Method Standard

Moisutie Vapor Transmission Rate (MV’TR)Test

The procedure used to measure the MVTR of the fabrics is based on ASTM E96-94. We
modified the procedure slightly to use less expensive test containers and environmental control
equipment; since we always used this test to compare different trial fabrics, strict adherence to the
standard was not necessiuy. Aluminum cups 2.4 inches in diameter (essentially miniature “pie
plates”) are filled with 30 ml of distilled water and sealed by gluing (with silicone rubber glue) a
sample of fabric over the opening. The sealed containers are placed in a constant humidity chamber,
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maintained at 260 C and 50°/0relative humidity. The temperature and humidity are monitored
regularly to ensure that they are constant. A fan is used to circulate air over the containers. The
sealed containers are periodically weighed to assess the evaporative loss of water. Since the rate at
which weight is lost from these containers represents the rate at which water vapor is permeating
the fabric samples, the water vapor transmission rates can be calculated. The water vapor.
transmission rate of the permselective layer and the sorbent layer can be determined independently
by testing the fabric with and without the permselective layer added.

Organic Vapor Permeation Test

The ability of the fabric to limit permeation of harmfid organic compounds was simulated
in permeation tests with dichloromethane. We chose to use dichloromethane (CH2CIJ as our
challenge chemical instead of using carbon tetrachloride (CC14)because it has advantages in
comparing with other fabrics, for ease of measuremen~ ~andfor safety reasons (see Table 7). Our test
procedure is based on the ASTM-F739-91 test specification.

Table 7. Reasons for Using Dichloromethane as Challenge Chemical

Comparison to standard protective fabrics: Dichloromethane is included in the
recommended list of chemicals in ASTM F1001-89 “Standard Guide for Selection of Chemicals
to Evaluate Protective Clothing Materials”, whereas CClg is not. For this reason, much more
permeation data for protective fabrics exist for CHZC12than for CC14. By using CHZCIZas our
routine test chemical, the performance of our fabrics can be readily compared with that of
commercially available materials. In addition, because of its smaller molecular size, CHZC12is
abetter challenge chemical than CClq in fabric optimization work.

Analytical detection system sensitivity: Our analytical detection system is based on the flame-
ionization technique, in which the organics being amalyzed are burned in a flame of hydrogen
and air. This technique is not aflected by the presence of water vapor in the sample, an
important advantage for use in our fabric development program. The sensitivity of this detection
system is proportional to the flammability of the organic, which, in turn, is proportional to the
number of carbon-hydrogen bonds in the molecule. Since CCldhas no C-H bonds, its detection
sensitivi~ by flame-ionization is rather poor. On the other hand, CH2C1Zcan be detected at
concentrations in air as low as 0.5 ppmv. This level is over 20 times smaller than that required
to measure the normalized breakthrough time required by ASTM F739-91.

Safety: Both CC14and CHZC12are classified by NIOSH (National Institute for Occupational
Stiety and Health) as carcinogens. However, the 8-hour permissible exposure limit (PEL) and
the immediately dangerous to life and health (IDLH) limit established by OSHA (Occupational
Safety and Health Administration) for CC14are significantly lower than those for CHZCIZ,
indicating that CC14poses a significantly higher health hazard than does CH2CIZ.The PEL and
IDLH limits are 2 and 300 ppmv for CC14and 500 and 5000 ppmv for CHZCIZ,respectively.
These values are reported in the 1990 edition of NIOSH Pocket Guide To Chemical Hazards.
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In the test procedure, a 20-cm2 sample of fabric is mounted between two halves of a 2-inch
Pesce permeation test cell (Pesce Lab Sales; Kennet Square, PA 19348) as shown in Figure 8. One
side of the cell is filled with liquid dichloromethane. Any dichloromethane permeating the fabric
to the other side of the cell is carried by a nitrogen sweep to the detector. Knowing the fabric are%
the nitrogen sweep flow rate and the dichloromethane concentration, the chemical permeation rate
can be calculated.

Some polymers evaluated for the selective layer are affected by water (their permeation
properties change depending on the amount of water vapor present). Therefore, in some tests, the
nitrogen sweep was bubbled through water to humidi~ it before it entered the test cell, to more
realistically simulate the environment inside a worker’s suit. Although not measured, we estimate
that the relative humidity of the nitrogen sweep was greater than 90’%0.

Sweep gas exit

)
Sweep gas inlet

Fabric samp~

Figure 8. Diagram of apparatus for testing permeation resistance.

Sorbent Capacity Test

The sorbent capacity for organic vapor is also a usefid measure of fabric petiormance. Static
sorption tests, to determine the effect of the processing stepson the sorben~ were carried out from
time to time. It is known that the sorbent particles typically lose some of their activity during
processing, due to encapsulation by tie polymer or deactivation by process conditions and solvents.
Since this could decrease the protection afforded by the fabric, it is desirable to avoid or minimize
any loss in sorbent activity.

The static sorption test consists of measuring tie intrinsic sorption capacity of virgin sorbent
and comparing it with the sorption capacity of the sorbent-loaded membrane at the end of each
processing step. A known weight of sorbent or sorbent-loaded fabric is placed in a sample vessel,
which is introduced into an atmosphere saturated with carbon tetrachloride vapor. (Carbon
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tetrachloride was used because it is the industry standard used for evaluating sorbent capacities.)
After a predetermined exposure, the sample vessel is removed and weighed. Because the increase
in weight is due to carbon tetrachloride uptake by the sorbent, the sorption capacity can be
determined.

Gas Permeation Measurement

The apparatus shown in Figure 9 was used to determine permeation of gases through the
fabric. We used oxygen and nitrogen as the test gases for this study, primarily to test for
permselective layer integri~ (absence of defects) and thickness. The test sample is mounted in a
permeation cell and all of the lines are purged with the test gas. One side of the sample is then
pressurized to 50 psig with tie test gas and the other is kept at atmospheric pressure. The flow rate
of the permeating gas is measured with a flowmeter and the pressure-nonnalized flux is calculated.
The gas is then purged from tie cell, the lines are purged with a second test gas, and the procedure
is repeated.

Integrity of the permselective layer is determined by comparing the oxygenhitrogen flux
ratio with the known value for the oxygen (nitrogen flux ratio with the known value for the
permselective polymer. Thickness of the permselective layer (rather than the fabric thickness) is
determined by comparing the flow rate of oxygen (or nitrogen) through the membrane with that of
a standard film of known thickness of the same polymer.

Pressure
gauge

;E

N2
Atmosphere

+ “2

Switching Synthetic

valve air

I
Purge
valve

I Permeation
cell 023-F

Figure 9. Diagram of gas permeation apparatus for testing composite fabrics.
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Fabric Weight

Fabric weight was determined by averaging the weight of five fabric samples, each
measuring 10 cm X 10 cm (100 cmz).

Fabric Thickness

Fabric thickness was determined using a Mitutoyo Dial Thickness Gauge.

Mechanical Properties (Adhesion, Durability, Flatness, Flexibility)

To help guide our fabric optimization process, we devised a qualitative procedure to evaluate
the mechanical properties of the fabrics. Four properties-adhesion, durability, flatness, and
flexibility-were evaluated on a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being the worst and 5 being the best. As shown
in Table 8, discrete steps in these scales define the qualities of the fabric clearly, so that samples can
be compared without the expense of quantitative testing by an outside laboratory.

Table 8. Grading System Used to Rate Mechanical Properties of Coated Fabrics

Property

Adhesion

Durability

Flatness

Flexibility

.. 1- (W@).

Sorbentlayer
peelsoff by itself.

2.—.

Sorbentlayer
peelseasilyfrom
a non-edge.

3

Sorbentlayer
peelseasilyfrom
an edge-with
difflcuI~ froma
non-edge.

4

Sorbentlayer
difficultto peel
off from an
edge.

Sorbentlayer
brittle and
crumbly.

Fabriccurlson
itselfcompletely.

Sorbentlayer
breaksif folded
severely.

FabricCUASon
itselfat edges.

Sorbentlayer
canbe creased
but not broken
by folding.

Fabricbends at
edges.

Sorbentlayer
difficultto
creaseby
folding.

Fabricmostly
flat.

Fabricas flexible Fabricas flexible Fabricas Fabricas
as Blue Max suit. as Barricade. flexibleas flexibleas pure

Saranex-coated PVDF/nylon.
Tyvek.

5- (best)

Sorbentlayer
impossibleto
peel off.

Sorbentlayer
sturdyand very
difficultto tear
apart.

Fabric
completelyflat.

Fabricas
flexibleas bare
nylonfabric.

Adhesion tests evaluate how well the various polymer layers stick to each other. Obviously,
the layers must not delaminate while the suit is in use. Adhesion was determined by testing the ease
of pulling the polymer layer off the support fabric. Some polymers spontaneously delaminated from
the fabric (worst), whereas others could not be separated at all (best).

Durability tests measured the damage resulting to the polymer Iayer due to folding and
wrinkling of the fabric. Some polymers would crumble when the fabric was bent less than 90°
(worst), whereas others would not even retain a crease after being folded 180°.
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Flatness is an important indication of the ease with which the fabric can be produced and
subsequently manufactured into suits; a fabric that curls on itself is very difficult to work with.
Some coated fabric curled into a tight cylinder as soon as the polymer layer was dried (worst),
whereas others showed no tendency to curl at all (best).

Flexibility is important to the comfort of the final suit. If the fabric is not flexible, the suit
will be uncotiortable to wear and difficult to move in. We evaluated flexibility by comparing a
sample fabric to a set of standard fabrics. These stand<ardfabrics included commercially available
chemical protective fabrics (worst to moderate), one of our coated fabrics (without sorbent added
to the polymer), and an uncoated woven nylon fabric (best).

5. FABRIC OPTIMIZATION

5.1 Objective

The objective of this task was to develop an optimized fabric formulation using laboratory-
scale equipment. Optimization at the laboratory scale rather than commercial scale allowed us to
produce more samples and to evaluate them more quickly. The fabric attributes we attempted to
optimize included (1) resistance to chemical permeation, (2) water vapor transmission rate, (3)
physical comfort characteristics (flexible, light weigh~ good drape and tactile properties), and (4)
durabili~.

Utiortunately, these properties are not independent and any fabric is a compromise between
these four attributes. For example, many protective fabrics provide a high degree of chemical
protection (Barricade, Tychem, etc.—see Appendix B), but the layer that prevents chemical
permeation vapor also prevents water vapor transmission, causing the suits to be very hot. The
layers providing chemical resistance are oilen thick and sti~, consequently, the suit is physically
uncomfortable. Despite these drawbacks, when chemical hazards are present these suits must be
used. At the other extreme are suits that are ligh~ flexible, and permit water vapor transmission-in
other words, are cotiortable to wear (Tyvek, Cotiort-gard, etc.). However, they provide no
chemical resistance and”can only be used for protection against particles.

Thus, the primary goal of this task was to develop a fabric that provides both chemical
protection and water vapor transmission which inevitably requires a trade off. In addition, even if
a fabric provides both high chemical resistance and water vapor transmission, it is useless for
protective clothing if it does not have adequate physical and durability properties. These
characteristics were also considered during our optimization process. A number of components of
our fabric can be varied, to affect its combination of attributes. These components are listed in
Table 9, and are described briefly below and in detail in Sections 5.2 and 5.3.
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Table 9. Fabric Components Studied During the Fabric Optimization Process.

Parameter

Support Fabric

Sorptive layer
Polymer
Sorbent material
Sorbent loading

Perrnselective Layer
Polymer
Thickness
Post-treatments

Protective Layer

Geometrv

Range

Woven
Non-woven

PVDF or polyurethane
Carbon or Zeolite
Oto 60 wt%; O-25g/m2

Various grades
1-1o pm
Various cross-linking agents

Silicone rubber, lamination

Four different ways of combining Iayers

Permselective Layer: The permselective layer is the heart of our fabric. This layer allows
selective permeation (hence “perms~lective”) of some compounds (in this case, water vapor) while
hindering the permeation of other compounds (in this case, organic chemicals). To allow a
significant water vapor permeation rate (aIso termed moisture vapor transmission in the protective
clothing industry), the permselective layer must be very thin (typically between 1 and 10 pm), but
it must also be free of any defects (i.e., smrdl holes) if it is to prevent permeation of chemicals. The
polymer used in the permselective layer must be resistant to chemical permeation, must allow water
vapor transmission, must be coatable as a thin defect-free layer, and must be durable and flexible.
To optimize this layer, we examined a variety of polymers and polymer grades, a range of
thicknesses, the coating procedures, and the post-treatment methods.

Sorptive Layer: The sorptive layer serves two purposes in our fabric: a support on which
to coat the perrnselective layer and a matrix to hold the sorbent materials. A support layer is needed
because the permselective layer is thin and Iiagile. For this support we use a microporous polymeric
membrane that alIows transmission of water vapor (and organic chemicals) through its pores. These
pores must be small enough that defects do not form in the permselective layer during coating. The
properties required of a good support material incIude castability (the casting procedure was
described in Section 4), durability and flexibility, and resistance to chemical attack. We evaluated
several polymers and polymer grades and different casting conditions to optimize the support
fimction of the sorbent layer.

The second fiction of the sorptive layer is to hold the sorbent material. The sorbent
provides a second defense against chemical permeation-any chemical that does permeate the
permselective layer will be captured by the sorbent. Sorbents are solid materials that attract and
hold selected compounds; ~ical sorbents include zeolites (molecular sieves), silica gel, iind
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activated cabon. The ideal material will adsorb organic chemicals but not water, and will not tiect
the physical properties of the fabric (color, flexibility, strength, durability, weight, etc.). We
evaluated a variety of sorbent materials and grades, and evaluated different loadings (from Oto 63°/0
of the total weight of the sorbent layer) to optimize this sorbent layer.

Support Fabric: The support fabric supports the permselective and sorbent layers during
manufacture, and provides strength and durability to the final product. The ideal support is light,
flexible, breathable, and durable, and has a pleasant appearance and feel. We examined a variety
of woven and nonwoven fabrics for this layer.

Protective Layer: If the permselective layer is outside the support and sorbent layers, this
thin fragile layer is exposed to abrasion and other physical abuse. The ideal protective layer is
flexible, light, and durable, but will not hinder water vapor transmission. Several approaches to
protecting the permselective layer from physical damage were examined.

“ 5.2 Summary of Results of Fabric Optimization

The results of our fabric optimization work are summarized in this section. Details of the
optimization process for each layer of the fabric are described in the following section.

During the project we developed two fabrics-MTR-l and MTR-2—t.hat combine the four
attributes described above. Figure 10 shows a diagram of MTR-2, which is a laminate of two
identical, composite fabrics that we refer to as permselective fabric. The two permselective fabrics
are laminated by joining the permselective layers, leaving the woven support fabric on both the outer
and inner surfaces of the complete protective fabric (or laminated fabric). This approach ensures
that the permselective layer is protected. MTR-1 consists of one permselective fabric layer
laminated to a nonwoven fabric, which forms the inside layer of the resulting fabric. Thus, MTR-1
is more comfortable but less protective than MTR-2. Both fabrics combine moderate chemical
permeation resistance, moderate water vapor transmission, and good physical properties and
durability. -

<

Identical
perrnselectiv

fabrics

Figure 10. Structure of MTR-2 protective clothing fabric.
perrnselective fabric to a nonwoven fabric.

t

layer

MTR-1 is a laminate of one
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Long-term degradation of the materials used in our fabric was not examined explicitly during
this project. However, chemical permeation tests were carried for as long as 72 hours in some
instances, with no indication of degradation. Since protective suits are designed to be used for hours
or days at most, we believe long-term chemical degradation will not be a concern.

Table 10 summarizes the final choice of materials and processes used to prepare the
laminated fabric, and Figure 11 shows the steps involved.

Table 10. Summary of Finalized Protective Fabric Materials

Layer Formation Process Material Specifications

Support fabric — Ripstop nylon (HLC Dover style 7020 #l)

Sorbent layer (wet) Solution casting Casting solution:
17 wt% Pellethane 2103 -8OAEF
17 wtYozeolite 13x(1 -3 mm particle size)
Solvent: dimethyl acetamide (DMAc)

Sorbent layer Drying Hot air drying

Permselective Dip coating Coating/laminating solution:
Iayerlkunination 8 wt% polyvinyl alcohol (Airvol 425)

1.6% Cymel 385
Solvent: water
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1

1

1

1

Step

—

Casting

Drying

Coating

Lamination

Layer Added

—

Sorbent layer

—

Permse[ective layer

—

Structure Name

Support fabric

Sorbent fabric (wet)

Sorbent fabric

Permselective fabric

Laminated fabric

(final product)

Figure 11. Schematic of mantiacturing steps for protective fabric.

The starting point shown in Figure 11 is a woven support fabric. The first step is to cast the
sorbent layer onto the support fabric. The microporous sorbent layer consists of a sorbent (zeolite)
dispersed in a polymer (polyurethane). Mter casting, the sorbent layer is dried at 75 ‘C for 10
minutes.

After the sorbent layer has been cast and dried, the resulting two-layer fabric (sorbent fabric)
is coated with the permselective polymer. The sorbent fabric is dip coated with a polyvinyl alcohol
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solution (see Table 10 for the exact composition) and dried (-1 Ominutes at 100‘C). The resulting
three-layer fabric is called the permselective fabric.

The permselective fabric could now perform as a protective fabric, but the exposed
perrnselective layer would be easily damaged. To protect the permselective layer, two identical
pieces of permselective fabric are laminated permselective layer to pennselective layer (see
Figure 10). This laminating step is done by wetting one piece of permselective fabric with an
aqueous solution of the crossli.nkingagent pressing it to the other piece of permselective fabric, and
drying at 130‘C. This laminated fabric is the final product for use in protective clothing.

The properties of the two fabrics, MTR-1 and MTR-2, are compared with those of
commercially available protective fabrics in Table 11.

Table 11. Properties of MTR and Commercially Av&lable Protective Fabrics

‘

Property

Chemical
(dichloromethane)
Permeation
(pg/cm2nin)

Water Vapor
Transmission
(MVTR)
(gfm’.day)

Thickness (roils)

Weight (oz/sq yd)

MTR-1

440

800-1,200

10

6

Saranex-
MTR-2 Tyvek Coated Barricade

Tyvek

165 high 120 <0.1

800-1,300 1,000-2,000 0 0

8 I 8 I 10 I 21

6 1 I 4 5

5.3 Details of Fabric Optimization Process

5.3.1 Support Fabric

We examined a number of materials, both woven and non-woven, for use as the support
fabric. The ideal support fabric should be stiff enough that it does not wrinkle under tension during
casting, but soft enough to be cotiortable as clothing. It should also be smooth, lightweigh~ and
inexpensive. Our final choice was a woven, ripstop nylon, which had the best combination of
manufacturability, flexibility and wearability, and cost. Woven fabrics have superior flexibility and
durability to non-wovens, although they are more expensive. The ripstop nylon was chosen from
the woven fabrics because of its strength and lightweight (1 oz/yd). Details of the support fabric
selection process are discussed below.
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Woven Fabric

We obtained samples of 15 different woven fabrics; sorbent layers (50?40polyvinylidene
fluoride, 50% activated carbon) were cast onto the seven most promising of these fabrics. In
contrast to those on non-woven fabrics, the sorbent layers cast on the woven supports exhibited-
better and more consistent mechanical and permeation properties. Only the HLC style 200D fabric
was unsatisfactory because the sorbent layer did not adhere to it. In general, sorbent layers on the
lighter fabrics were more flexible and mechanically stronger, whereas the sorbent layers on the
heavier fabrics were flatter and easier to coat. Of the seven woven fabrics tested, two met our
requirements: a nylon (HLC Dover Duke) and a ripstop nylon (HLC Dover Style 7020 #l). The
ripstop nylon (HLC Dover Style 7020 #1) was our first choice because of its light weight. Table 10
outlines the properties of the woven fabrics and the reasons for our fabric choices.
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Table 12. Mechanical Properties of Coated Woven Fabrics

support Reason for

Support Fabric S;:w:t Fabric Mechanical Selecting/Not

Manufacturer Weight Strength FIatness Flexibility cost SeIecting

and Style # Material (g/m’) (1- 5 scale) (l-5 scale) (l-5 scale) ($lyd) Fabric

?recisionFabrics polyester 83 2 4 2 1.98 Too stiff and
3roup (PFG) thick
Y181-007714S/

56011

?FG polyester 85 3 5 3 2.22 Heavierthan
# 181-012592S/ desirable
56711

3LC Dover ripstop 40 4 4 3 1.95 Choice#1:
lyle 7020-#1 nylon ligh~smooth,

and sorbent
layerhas
good
mechanical
strength

?FG nylon 42 5 3 3 2.71 Too thin to
Y181-007892S/ hold tension
53266 whilecasting

?FG polyester 67 4 4 2 5.24 Too
Y209-937212S/ expensive
54183

+ILCDover nylon 80 5 3 3 1.75 Choice#2:
Xke similarto

choice#1, but
slightly
heavierand
morecoarsely
woven

HLCDover nylon 114 1 4 3 1.75 Sorbentlayer
jtyle200D delaminated

fromfabric
immediately

Non- Woven Fabric

Since non-woven fabrics dominate the protective clothing industry, we obtained about a
dozen samples of such materials for evaluation. Sorbent layers (50Y0polyvinylidene fluoride, 50%
activated c-mbon)were cast onto the four most promising of these fabrics. Table 13 summarizes the
properties of the resulting coated fabrics. Surface smoothness is a good indicator of the coatability
of the matrix by a permselective layer. Bleed-through, which occurs when the sorbentlpolymer
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solution seeps through to the back of the support fabric, prevents formation of a smooth coatable
rnicroporous membrane top layer. Only one of the non-woven fabrics, Webril 141-583, resulted in
an acceptable, coatable sorbent layer. However, the woven fabrics described above proved to have
superior overall properties.

Table 13. Mechanical Properties of Coated Fabrics Using Non-Woven Support Fabrics

Freudenberg polyester smooth with
FO 2401 some bubbles

Reemay 2016 polyester rough; fabric
nap visible

Webril M 141- nylon fabric fibers
034 visible

Webril polypropylene smooth
141-583

Bleedthrough
Problems Flexibility

yes: severe 3

yes 3

no 3

5.3.2 Sorbent Layer

Optimizing the sorbent layer involved three parameters: the sorbent material, the polymer
material forming the matrix, and the sorbent loading and thickness of the layer. The optimum
combination w~ a zeolite sorbent, polyurethane matrix polymer, and a loading of 50 WtO/Ozeolite
with a sorbent layer thickness of approximately 2 roils. Zeolite was chosen over activated carbon
primarily because the resulting fabric was white rather than black. Polyurethane was chosen for the
polymer matrix because of its superior flexibility and durability over polyvinylidene fluoride. A
50% loading of zeolite proved to be close to the maximum loading before the physical properties
of the fabric (flexibility and durability) began to degrade. Details of the sorbent layer optimization
process are discussed below.

Sorbent Material

For the sorbent we evaluated vaious lypes of activated carbons and zeolites. The activated
carbons are less expensive, have a higher capacity for organic compounds, and adsorb compounds
over a wider range of molecular weights than do zeolites. However, organic compound permeation
and water transmission tests showed no significant difference between the performance of fabrics
made with carbon or zeolite. Thus carbon’s advantages are outweighed by the fact that fabrics
containing carbon are black an undesirable color to wearers of protective clothing, whereas fabrics
containing zeolite are white.
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Initially we evaluated sorbents by comparing the carbon tetrachloride adsorption capacity
of the sorbents incorporated into a polymer matrix. We cast a series of sorbent layers containing
different sorbents onto support fabrics. The sorbent layer consisted of a polyvinylidene fluoride
(PVDF) polymer matrix containing the sorbent materials; all were cast with a PVDF: sorbent ratio
of 1:1. The sorbent loading (~m2) was determined by weighing a 10 cm by 10 cm piece of the
sample and subtracting the weight of the nylon support fabric (71 g/m2). Table 14 shows the
sorbent capacity as cast fabrics and their pure sorbent (not cast in a poiymer) capacity. In general,
the carbons had much higher capacities than zeolites, and the cast sorbents showed reduced capacity
over the pure sorbent capacities. With one sample (206.11.1; activated carbon) we tested the effect
of coating the sorbent layer with the permselective layers we expected to use later. The results show
that these additional pennselective layers did not change the sorbent capacity. Physical evaluation
showed that the sorbent material had little influence on fabric properties compared to the influence
of polymer material, support fabric, and sorbent loading.

Based on these results, we continued our fabric optimization using the best carbon and best
zeolite. Calgon PCB-G was used as the activated carbon because of its high capacily, reliable
availability and low price, and its current use in U.S. Army chemical protective clothing; for the
zeolite we used Zeochem 13x because of its higher capacity. The carbon had much higher capacity
than the zeolite, but the black color of the fabric was a serious drawback. According to our contacts
in the protective clothing industry, black is an undesirable color for protective clothing because it
makes the wearer feel claustrophobic and absorbs heat from the sun. The effectiveness of both
carbon and zeolite in complete fabrics (including the permselective layer) against permeation of
dichIoromethane was tested.
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Table 14. Adsorption Capacities of Sorbent Layers and Pure Sorbents

Sample ID Sorbent Sorbent Sorbent Pure Matrix
Maniifacturer- Grade Loadiirg- . Sorbent Sorption

(g/m’): Sorption Capacity

capacity (&c144i&lrbeJ
(gcc14/&rbent)

4ctivated Carbons

206.6.1

206.6.2

206.6.3

206.6.4

206.6.5

206.6.6

206.6.8

206.11.1
uncoated
PVA coat
PVA + SR

coats

Zeolites

! *

Norit I SA plus I 51 0.59 0.28

Elf Atochem
2s I 53 I 0“66 0“38

Acticarbone

Elf Atochem Acticarbone 55 1.58 0.59
ENO

Elf Atochem I PAC 200 I 53 I 0.54 I 0.35

CaIgon Carbon Co. WPH 48 0.25 0.25

Cahzon Carbon Co. WPL 46 0.24 0.27

Calgon Carbon Co. I PCB-G I 48 I 0.36 I 0.37

Calgon Carbon Co. PCB-G
40 0.61 0.50
40 0.61 0.47
40 0.61 0.48

206.9.5 UOP s-115 39 0.10 0.07

206.9.6 UOP Smellrite 40 0.17 0.07

206.11.2 1 Zeochem I 13X I 32 I 0.19 I 0.18
=

Poljmer Matrix

For the polymer used in the sorptive layer, we examined several grades of two different
polymers: polfiinylidene fluoride (PVDF) and polyurethane. (In earlier studies polysulfone was
also ex~ed-but ‘wasruled out due to stifhess.) PVDF (Kynar, Atochem, PhiladeIphi~ PA) has
excellent chemical resistance*, but only moderate flexibility, and low durability. Polyurethane, on
the other hand, is very flexibIe and durable, and has acceptable chemical resistance. Based on these

1 Chemical resistance refers hereto physical or chemical degradation of the polymer due to
contact with a particular chemical compoun~ not to resistance to permeation of a compound through
the polymer. The polymer used in the sorbent layer, which is rnicroporous, does not need to have
high permeation resistance because it is meant only to support the sorbent, not to prevent passage
of permeating compounds.
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considerations, we chose a polyurethane, Pellethane2103-AEF, as the polymer used in the sorbent
layer. A number of selection criteria were used, including

● coatability/compatibility of the polymer with the permselective layer,
● sorbent capacity and activity,
● mechanical properties (adhesion, mechanical strength, flatness, and flexibility),
● permeability, and
● chemical resistance.

The properties of sorbent layers made with various PVDF and polyurethane polymers were
evaluated by machine-casting a 1:1 polymerfcarbon mixt.e (using Calgon PCB-G activated carbon)
on woven nylon fabric. The mechanical properties of these fabrics are given in Table 15. The
nitrogen flux values are an indication of the opemess of the sorbent Iayeq a more porous layer
(higher nitrogen flux) is better because it will allow higher rates of water vapor transmission.
Higher measures for flexibility and flatness are also desirable. From the table it is apparent that, in
terms of these properties, the polyurethane (except Pellethane 2 103-55D) are superior. In
particular, Pellethane2103-80AEF had the best properties of all polymers tested. All sorbent layers
could be acceptably coated with permselective layers; thus, this consideration did not eliminate
either polymer.
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Table 15. Mechanical Properties of PVDF and Polyurethane Sorbent-Containing Fabrics (1:1
Polymer/Carbon ratio)

,-.

Sample J Nitiogen FIiii’,I-”--Poijqier Used k- ~exibility F1atness
ID Sorbent Layer I :. (cm3(STP)/;”’--. (1 - worst, (1 - worst,

cm2wcmHg) -S;” ‘ 5-- best) 5-best)-

PVDF

206.7.2 Kynar 721 0.11 3 5

206.7.1 Kynar 741 0.085 3 5

206.4.1 Kynar 761 0.07 3 4

206.7,3 Kynarflex 2801 0.039 3 5

206.7.4 Kynarflex 2851 0.084 3 5

Polyurethane

206.5.2 Estane 5714-F5P 0.12 5 5

206.5.3 Estane 2714 0.12 5 5

206.5.1 Pellethane 2103-55D 0.013 4 5

206.8.1 Pellethane 2103-8OAEF 0.19 5 5

206.8.2 Pellethane 2103-9OAEF 0.15 5 5

Loading and Thickness

The”sorbent content and thickness of the sorbent layer are also important to the overall
performance of the final protective fabric. We examined sorbent layers with sorbent contents
be~een Oand 63% (by w~ight). TabIe 16 shows some physical properties of sorbent layers with
different carbon contents cast onto woven nylo~ and Figure 12 shows the MVTR of fabrics
containing 30 to 60 w&! carbon. Qualitatively, we noted that the durability is diminished above 50
wtOAcarbo~ while lower content reduces the quantity of sorbent availabIe and reduces water vapor
transmission through the sorbent layer. Therefore, we concluded that 50?40is a good choice for
sorbent loading.

The sorbent layer thickness (- 5 rnils) was chosen to make the layer as thin as possible (to
increase flexibility and reduce weight), while ensuring that the layer is consistent and smooth. The
selected thickness and sorbent content result in a sorbent loading of - 50g/m2.
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Table 16. Relationship Between Carbon Loading in Sorbent Matrix and Mechanical Properties

Carbon Nitrogen Flexibility Flatness
in Sorbent. Pressure-Normalized FIUX (1-wors& (1-wors~

lample ID Polymer Layer (wt%) (cm3(STP)/cm2”s.cmHg) 5-best) 5-best)

206.2.1 PVDF 9 0.007 3 2
(Kynar761)

206.3.1 PVDF 23 0.008 3 3
(Kynar761)

206.3.2 PVDF 33 0.022 3 4
(Kynar761)

206.3.3 PVDF 44 0.052 4 4
(Kynar761)

206.4.1 PVDF 50 0.07 4 4
(Kynar761)

206.4.2 PVDF 57 0.12 4 5
(Kynar761)

206.4.3 PVDF 63 0.18 4 5
(&mar 761)

206.5.2 Polyurethane 50 0.12 5 5
(Mane 5714-F5P)

206.5.3 Polyurethane 60 0.027 5 5
(Estane5714-F5P)

4000 A

A

I
8

1000 I
Legend

. AsTMrmUwdA

o
. AsTMh40t!wJ8

1 I h , I

30 Si 40 .& & 55 60 6
SorbentContenth Membrene(W%cerbon)

Figure 12. Effect of sorbent content on moisture vapor transmission rate (hNTR).
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Final Sorbent Layer

To choose between the two best sorbents (Calgon Carbon PCB-G and Zeochem 13x) and
polymers (Pellethane 2103-AEF and Kynarflex 285 1), we cast sorbent layers onto woven nylon
support fabrics using the four possible combinations of sorbent and polymer: polyurethane/carbon,
polyurethane/zeolite, PVDF/cmbon, and PVDF/zeolite. These four fabrics were tested for MVTR
and chemical permeation. Figure 13 shows that there was no significant difference between the four
fabrics in terms of MVTR. Later experiments with various permselective layers showed the
permselective layer to be most important to resisting chemical permeation, and that any of the
sorbent layers could be used to prevent chemical permeation given an appropriate permselective
layer. AMIough Scanning Electron Micrographs (SEMS) show that Pellethane has more surface
defects than Kynar and is, therefore, more difficult to coat with a defect-free membrane layer (see
Section 5.3,3), this disadvantage of polyurethane is more than overcome by its superior flexibility
and durability.

5000~

I Kynarllex23511Zeochem13x [ pefletiane210WOAEF-em 13x
Kynarflax2851Ealgon Ca!bonPCB-G PelleUmne2103-30AEFEalgonCarbonPCB-G

Figure 13. Moisture vapor transmission rate (MVTR) through the four short-listed fabric layers
(ASTM Method A).

Because an adequate permselective layer can be coated on any of the four possible sorbent
layers (PVDF/carbon, PVDF/zeolite, polyurethane/carbon, or polyurethane/zeolite), we used
practical considerations to decide on the best combination. The black fabrics that result from using
carbon made zeolite the best choice of absorben~ and the superior flexibility and durability of
polyurethane determined our choice of polymer. Our final sorbent layer formulation was 50 wt’XO
zeolite (Zeochem 13x) in polyurethane (Pellethane 2103-8OAEF).
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5.3.3 Permselective Layer

Several polymers were evaluated for use as the permselective layer. The polymer selected,
polyvinyl alcohol (PVA) (Airvol 425, Air Products, Calvert City, KY), was chosen for its
combination of organic permeation resistance, chemical resistance, water vapor transmission, and
ease of use. A thickness of -5-10 Pm was chosen; a thinner layer resulted in defects in the
permselective layer, whereas a thicker layer reduced the rate of water transmission unacceptably.
A variety of post-treatment methods were tested to improve the permselective polymer’s resistance
to permeation by organic compounds, including various chemical crosslinking methods and
radiation crosslinking.

In evaluating the perrnselective layer for resistance to chemical permeation, we tested
permeation of only dichloromethane. We used only one challenge chemical during these tests
because our main goal was to optimize the fabric. We believe that the fabric optimized with respect
to one chemical will be optimal for other chemicals, although the actual permeation rates will differ.
In general, because PVA is a hydrophilic polymer (which is the reason for its high water vapor
transmission rate), hydrophobic chemicals such as dichloromethane will have lower permeation rates
than hydrophilic chemicals such as acetone. However, when chemicals are tested in the presence
of water vapor we expect the hydrophobic/hydrophilic nature of the chemical to have little influence
on permeation rate.

We began the permselective layer optimization process with polyvinyl alcohol (I?VA),
because this polymer had shown high water permeation rates and good resistance to chemical
permeation in earlier projects.

Polyvinylacetate

PVA is produced by hydrolysis of polyvinyl acetate:

Polyvinylalcohol Acetic acid

—CH=CH- H20 ~ —cH&cH-
+ CH3COOH

0COCH3

The percentage of acetate groups that have been converted to alcohol is referred to as the degree of
hydrolysis. A description of PVA and the properties of different grades is given in Appendix C.

As described in Section 4.1, the permselective layer is coated onto the sorbent layer. The
thickness of the permselective layer is controlled indirectly by adjusting the polymer concentration
in the coating solution. A higher polymer concentration produces a more viscous solutio~ resulting
in a thicker perrnselective layer. Our first step in the permselective layer optimization process was
to determine the coating conditions required to produce a permselective layer that is thick enough
to be defect-flee, but not so thick as to impede water permeation unnecessarily. We evaluated
coating solutions with concentrations of PVA in water from 3 to 8 WtO/O,and also tested double
coating as a means to increase thickness and reduce defects.
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During fabric optimization, SEMS of PVA-coated Kyna.r 761: carbon sorbent layers were
prepared to determine the thickness of the permselective layers produced by different PVA solution
concentrations. The SEM in Figure 14 shows a cross-section of a complete MTR fabric with the
woven support fabric removed. A 140-pm-thick Kynar 751 (PVDF) sorbent layer with imbedded
carbon particles is visible. The dense PVA and silicone rubber layers are visible on top of the
sorbent layer. The silicone rubber layer was added as a protective layer for the perrnselective PVA
layer; later the idea of using the silicone rubber layer was discarded.* Other examples of SEMS are
given in Appendix D.

Polyvinyl alcohol Silicone
permselective layer rubber overcoat

Sorpth
layer

Carbon

Figure 14. SEM of 8’%0polyvinyl alcohol (PVA) on Kynar 761: carbon sorbent layer with 6%
silicone rubber overcoat. Note carbon grains, PVA layer, and silicone rubber overcoat.

1 During the project, optimization of the permselective layer and sorbent layers was
performed conc~rrentl~, so many of these tests were done with sorbent
other combination of sorbent and polymer than that finally chosen
optimization.

layers consisting of some
during the sorbent layer
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The relationship between coating procedure and PVA layer thickness is summarized in
Table 17, along with results from chemical permeation tests. In all fabrics, the protective silicone
rubber layer is about 3 ~m thick, but the PVA layer thickness depends on the coating solution
concentration. Concentrations of 3%, 5%, 5% (double coat), and 8% PVA were evaluated.
Concentrations above 8-10% cannot be used because, prior to coating, the solutions tend to gel
spontaneously, causing defects in the resulting permselective layer. Although there is variability,
Table 17 shows that thicker PVA layers result from more concentrated coating solutions, and that
thicker PVA layers generally provide greater resistance to chemical permeation. We concluded that
coating solutions containing 7 to 8 WtO/OPVA will result in fabrics with the best and most consistent
protection against chemical vapor permeation.
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Table 17. Effect of Permselective Layer Type and Thickness on Dichloromethane Permeation

PVA Coating Dry Dry Steady-State
solution Normalized Permeation Rate

Sorbent Layer Concentration PVA Layer Breakthrough (Dichloromethane)
(wt’%in water) Thickness (pm) Time (rein) (j2m/cm2”min)

50wt% Kynar 1.0 200
761(PVDF) 3% Discontinuous

1.1 313
50wt% Calgon 2.2 172
CarbonPCB-G 0.8 270

1.2 75

2 x 3y~ 9.2 40
0.5 230
0.5 0.1

5% 2.5

5.0 38

2x5% 8
12.2 60
4.6 12.4

>360 0.01

8% 7 33 5.5

50 W’?? 3% 0.4 185
Pellethane
2103-8OAEF761 2 x 3% 1.0 340

(Polyurethane) 0.5 185

50 W? Calgon 1.3 5.2
Carbon PCB-G 5’XO 1.2 6.8

1.2 1.0

1.3 5.2

6% 0.8 6.8
2.0 1.0

>1,000 0.6
7% >1,000 0.1

Chemical Permeation in the Presence of Water Vapor

In use, protective clothing will face chemical contaminants on the outside of the fabric and
a humid atmosphere, caused by the wearer’sperspiration, on the inside. To more accurately simulate
these conditions, we humidified the nitrogen sweep gas on the permeate side of our dichloromethane
challenge cell.
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PVA has a high water vapor permeation rate because it is swollen by water; organic
compounds do not swell PVA and thus do not permeate. However, if water vapor is present to swell
the PVA layer, organic chemicals may also permeate simultaneously with the water. To determine
the effect of water vapor on the barrier properties of the PVA layer to organic vapors, we tested
samples of fabrics both with and without water vapor present. (These samples include PVA layers
crosslinked by a variety of methods as described below.) The results are summarized in Table 18.
Samples were equilibrated first with dry nitrogen and then re-equilibrated with humidified nitrogen
on the permeate side to determine permeation rates with and without water vapor present.

Table 18. Effect of Water Vapor on Dichloromethane Permeation

Sample ID Dry Steady-State Humid Steady-
Permeation Rate State Permeation

(pg/cm2”min) Rate (pg/cm2”min)

206.18.4. lLG 0.095 >10

206.18 .4.lLG #2 0.084 2.3

206.13.1.2 H 0.095 >10
I I

40-30.1 I 1.36 >10

The permeation results show that water vapor has a negative effect on the barrier properties
of PVA. Even in the best sample (206.18.4. lLG #2), the humid steady state permeation rate was
20 times higher than under the dry conditions. In all other samples, tie permeation rate was too high
to be measured on our chart recorder.

Three options to improve the organic-permeation barrier properties of the fabric in the
presence of water vapor were evaluated: 1) using an alternative water-permeable polymer as a
barrier layer, 2) using a more hydrolyzed grade of PVA that can be more completely crosslinked and
will swell less, and 3) using a different crosslinking method that results in a more stable PVA layer.

The first approach used to circumvent the problem of PVA’Sreduced organic permeation
resistance in the presence of water vapor was to use an alternative permselective polymer. One of
the most promising polymers was Eval, an ethylene/vinyl alcohol copolymer (Evalc~ Lisle IL
60532). In addition to three different grades of polymer (L101, F101 G156), we received three
prepared Eval films ready to test for dichloromethane resistance. All three Eval films had good
resistance to dichloromethane under both wet and dry conditions. However, the MVTRSof the films
were lower than PVA layers (and at least 80% lower than Tyvek, our standard for comparison)
because the films were four to five times thicker than the PVA permselective layers. We concluded
that thinner Eval films might be ideal protective clothing perrnselective layers, if they could be
prepared by solution coating.
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We prepared fabric samples using an EvaI-based coating sohlion from the Mica Corporation
(Stratford CT, 06947) to prepare the permselective layer. The Mica solvent is a water/isopropyl
alcohol mixture with two additional proprietary ingredients that give the solution good coating
properties. As received, the Eval concentration in the solution was 10%, and the initial viscosity
was 310 centipoise (cp). We coated this solution (designated Eval-1) onto both PVDF/paper and.
polyurethane: carbonhylon, and tested the resulting fabrics for both MVTR and dichloromethane
permeation rates. We then diluted the initial Mica solution with water and isopropyl alcohol to make
lower viscosity coating solutions (Eval-2 and EvaI-3), which resulted in thinner permselective
layers. These two solutions were coated onto the same microporous layers. Eval-3 was also coated
onto a PVDF:carbon layer.

All of the EvaI-based fabrics (except for 206.13.2.8) have good resistance to
dichloromethane under humid conditions. Dichloromethane permeation breakthrough times are
much faster than the 60 minute target, and steady-state permeation rates, although still higher than
the target 0.1 @cm2min, areas much as 100 times lower than for our standard PVA-based fabrics
tested under similar conditions. However, the MTVRS of all of the fabrics are at least 35°Alower
than Tyvek, our standard fabric for comparison. Based on these daa we concluded that Eval is too
impermeable to water vapor to use as a permselective layer.

With the goal of achieving both good organic vapor resistance and high MVTR, we made
permselective fabrics using a blend of Eval and PVA. We combined the Eval solution supplied by
Mica with our standard PVA coating solution, heated and stirred the mixture, and diluted it with n-
propanol and distilled water to obtain a completely clear, one-phase solution. However, even though
ethylene vinyl alcohol and polyvinyl alcohol are chemically similar, they are soluble only in specific
solvents; we could not obtain a one-phase solution containing both polymers. Using a two-phase
mixture comprising 2.2°/0Eval, 2.2°/0PVA in a 52/48 water/n-propanol mixture (viscosity 35 cp, low
for a typicaI coating solution), we coated four different sorbent fabrics. Our threshold nitiogen
permeation rate for a defect-free permselective layer is <1.0x 107 cm3/cm2wcmHg. The best result
obtained with the Eval/PVA-coated fabric was almost two orders of magnitude higher than our
threshold. We concluded that these permselective fabrics will not provide adequate organic
resistance.

We also evaluated samples of Hydrin and Parel (Zeon Chemicals, Inc., Rolling Meadows,
IL), two other alternative permselective polymers. Hydrin is an epichlorohydrin-based polymer, and
Parel is a copolymer of propylene oxide and allyl glycidyl ether; two grades of Parel were received.
Volubility tests with 2V0of each polymer added to toluene showed that only the Hydrin dissolved
completely. A small sample of membrane was prepared from this solution and tested for gas
permeation properties. The nitrogen flux of a defect-free stamp was 6.5 x 104 cm3/cm2wcmHg,
which is two orders of magnitude higher than that of defect-fi-ee PVA. However, mixed-gas
permeation measurements showed the membrane to be defect-free, thus the permeation rate was
considered too high for Hydrin to be used as a chemical barrier layer.

Our second approach to the water vapor issue was to evaluate alternative grades of PVA.
The polymer is available in a number of grades depending on the degree of hydrolysis and the
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molecular weight of the polymer chains. Table 19 shows Airvol PVA grades (available from Air
Products and Chemicals) and physical properties (see also Appendix C). Figure 15 shows the effect
of molecular weight and degree of hydrolysis on the physical and chemical properties of PVA.
Desired properties of the PVA layer include strength, water resistance, solvent resistance, and
adhesive strength-properties that are enhanced by high molecular weight and a high degree of
hydrolysis. On the other hand, to be coatable, the PVA must be soluble in water and the resulting
PVA layer must be flexible; these properties are enhanced by low molecular weight and low degree
of hydrolysis.

Table 19. Airvol Polyvinyl Alcohol (PVA) Grades

Estimated
Average MW

Degree of (number
Grade Hydrolysis (%) Viscosity average)

(centipoise)

Super hydrolyzed AinO1 125 99.3+ 28-32 65,000
Airvol 165 99.3+ 62-72 100,000

Fully hydrolyzed Airvol 103 98.0 -98.8 3.5- 4.5 12,000
Airvol 107 98.0 -98.8 5.5- 6.6 25,000
Airvol 321 98.0 -98.8 16.5 -20.5 40,000
AirVO1325 98.0 -98.8 28.5 -32.5 65,000
Airvol 350 98.0 -98.8 62 -72 100,000

Intermediately hydrolyzed Airvol WS-42 96.5 -97.5 14-17 “ 70,000
Airvol 425 95.5 -96.5 27-31 60,000

Partially hydrolyzed *O1 203 87.0 -89.0 3.4- 4.5 12,000
tiO1 205 87.0 -89.0 5.2- 6.2 22,000
Airvol 523 87.0 -39.0 23-27 50,000
Airvol 540 87.0 -89.0 45-55 75,000
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Flexibility Tensile strength
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Figure 15. Effect of molecular weight and degree of hydrolysis on physical and chemical properties.

Highly hydrolyzed PVAS(>99%) tend to gel and form particles, causing noticeable defects
in the PVA layer. However, the more hydrolyzed grades can be more filly crosslinked, which
would make them more chemically resistant than the partially hydrolyzed grades. Thus, the ideal
grade of PVA for our purposes is the most hydrolyzed grade that forms a stable solution without
gelling. We prepared PVA solutions flom each of the four grades: super hydrolyzed (Scientific
Polymer Products, Inq PVA-002), fulIy hydrolyzed (Airvol 250), intermediate hydrolyzed (Airvol
425), and partially hydrolyzed (Airvol 540). Both super and filly hydrolyzed gades resulted in
some gelling of the solution, so the intermediately hydrolyzed grade, Airvol 425 was chosen for the
polymer used in the permselective layer.

The third approach to maintaining chemical permeation resistance in the presence of water
vapor was to enhance the stability of PVA by crosslinking it. In crosslinking, individual polymer
chains are linked to each other by reaction leading to a covalent bond. This reaction can involve
another compound (a crosslinking agent), or may involve only side groups of the polymer chain.

Two basic crosslinking methods were used: electron beam irradiation and chemical
crosslinking. The results are illustrated in Figure 16. In electron beam irradiation, electrons
colliding with PVA molecules break bonds in these molecules. The open bonds can then form bonds
with other PVA molecule, resulting in crosslinking. The higher the energy used during irradiation,
the greater the degree of crosslin.king. Chemical crosslinking is achieved by adding a crosslinking
agent with multiple sites that can react with PVA molecules. Reaction of this compound with more
than one PVA molecule results in crosslinking. The degree of crosslinking depends on the amount
of crosslinking agent added, the temperature, and the presence of a catalyst.
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Figure 16. Schematic showing crosslinking of polyvinyl alcohol (PVA) by chemical and radiation
treatments.

Our first experiments compared electron-beam irradiation with chemical crosslinking. The
PVA was cast onto a support consisting of a microporous PVDF film containing no sorbent cast onto
a nonwoven paper. Because this support is very consistent, differences between PVA layers are
more apparent than if the PVA were coated onto our woven nylon support. Electron-beam-
crosslinked samples were irradiated for us by E-Beanl Services (Cranbury, NJ) at several power
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settings. Chemical crosslinking was achieved using a glutaric aldehyde crosslinking agent (20Y0by
weight in PVA) and heating to approximately 120°C. A hydrochloric acid catalyst was used to
lower the pH of the PVA solution to between 5 and 6, and increase the rate of the crosslinking
reaction.

Table 20 shows the MVTRS and dichloromethane permeation rates of samples made by the
two crosslinking methods. The data show that all of the crosslinking conditions reduce the
dichloromethane permeation rate substantially. Crosslink.ingby electron beam irradiation provided
good permeation resistance, but the chemical method resulted in the greatest permeation resistance.
Electron beam irradiation resulted in no decrease in MVTR compared with a non-crosslinked
sample, whereas the chemical method reduced the MVTR by as much as one third. We have chosen
to use the chemical crosslinking method (with HC1 catalyst) to make our selective layer. This
decision was made on the basis that this layer gave the best resistance to chemical permeation and
had an adequate MVTR, and that the crosslinking can be done at MTR.

Table 20. Characteristics of Polyvinyl Alcohol (PVA) Layers Crosslinked by Various Methods

I
DichIoromethane

MVTR- Permeation Rate
Crosslinking Method ._” (d mz”24h). : -_ (pg/cm2”min)

None 2,500 4.9

Electron-beam irradiation
3 mrad 2,650 1.29
9 mrad 2,500 0.47

15 mrad 2,550 ! .0.43

Chemical
Glutaraldehyde 1,800 0.58
Glutaraldehyde + HC1 1,600 0.21

We also evaluated a variety of crosslin.kingagents to find the agent that is most effective and
is easiest and stiest to use. Because of the small amounts of material used, cost was not an issue in
the choice. The data are summarized in Table 21. Al of the chemically crosslinked permselective
layers had similar chemical permeation and water vapor transmission properties, however, Cymel
385, a melamine-formaldehyde resin, had the best combination of efficacy, stiety, and ease of use.
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Table 21. Properties of Membranes Made with Different Crosslinking Agents Compared with
Sa&y and Ease of Use of Agent

Water Stability and
Chemical Permeation Safety and

Crosslinker Resistance of Membrane Ease of Use

Glyoxal poor Relatively stie (irritant)

Quilon good Unsafe (flammable, corrosive, suspected
mutagen)

Gantrez AN fair Unsafe (toxic, mutagen, irritant, suspected
carcinogen)

Tyz6r AA fair Unsafe (flammable, toxic, eye irritant)

Glutaraldehyde good Unsafe (highly toxic, corrosive, absorbs
through skin)

Cymel 385 good Relatively safe (irritant)

Cymel 1172 good Relatively stie (irritant)

5.3.4 Protective Layer

The purpose of the surface protective layer is to improve the durability of the fabric while
maintaining its flexibility and protection. Because the pennselective layer is very thin, it is fragile
and easily-damaged. Origin~ly we proposed to use a layer of silicone rubber to protect the
perrnselective layer. However, our commercial contacts indicated that a silicone rubber layer would
not provide sufficient protection from normal workplace hazards such as abrasion from rough
surfaces and punctures caused by sharp edges. & alternative approach to protecting the
permselective layer is to bond two identical sheets of the MTR composite fabric face to face as
shown in Figure 10. For this approach to be successfid, a suitable lamination technique was needed.
Two methods were evaluated: directly bonding the PVA coats of each fabric and using an adhesive
(PVA or some other adhesive). Of the two lamination techniques, the first-direct bonding—is
preferred because it creates no additional material costs and adds no probIems in terms of chemical
resistance or water vapor transmission rate of the adhesive. To form the laminated fabric
successfully, two criteria had to be met:

1) the PVA layer on at least one of the two layers, and preferably both, must be consistently
defect free, and

2) the lamination technique must not affect the water vapor transmission rate, produce
defects in the PVA layer, or cause a loss in flexibility.
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Three approaches to direct bonding were used:

1)

2)

3)

Bond the fabrics by wetting the PVA surfaces and heating/pressing the two fabrics
together. (PVA is often used as an adhesive; wetting the PVA surfaces takes advantage
of these adhesive properties).

Bond the fabrics by wetting the PVA surfaces with water containing the crosslinking
agent and catalyst and heating/pressing the two fabrics together. This may improve the
bonding by crosslinking between the two surfaces.

Bond the fabrics by wetting the PVA surfaces with a 2% PVA solution containing the
crosslinking agent and catalyst and heating/pressing the two fabrics together.

The properties of the fabrics produced by these laminating methods are summarized in
Table 22. The MVTRs of the laminated fabrics were still high (more than twice that of Tyvek), but
only two showed improvements in dichloromet.hne permeation resistance over the single layer of
fabric. Breakthrough times of the laminated fabrics were, in general, longer than the single layers,
but this is because the laminate is a thicker barrier and the dichloromethane takes longer to diffhse
through the combined layers. The higher final permeation rates for the laminates suggest that they
have more defects than the single layers; we concluded that direct lamination damages the
perrnselective PVA layer.
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Table 22. Specification mdPropefiies of Fabtics Lminated by Direct Bonding

Fabric ID No.

206.12.4.ILW

206.16.I.lLW

206.13.I.lLW

206.16.I.lLG

206.13.1.lLG

206.16.1.1L2P

1206.13.1.IL2P

Dichloromethane Permeation
Average

Lamination MVTR
Method

Breakthrough Permeation Rate
(g/n12”24h) Time (rein) (pg/cm2.min)

Water
I

6,200
I

immediate
I

high
immediate high

Water
I

7,500
I

1
I

high
1 high

Water
I

9,000
I

2
I

high
4 high

Watercontainingcrossli.nking 7,500 62 0.2
agentandcatalyst 3 3

Watercontainingcrosslinking 8,300 10 high
agentandcatalyst >1,040 0.07

15 2

2% PVAsolutioncontaining 8,000 2 high
crosslinkingagentand catalyst 8 high

2% PVAsolutioncontaining 7,800 40 6
crosslinkiig agentand catalyst 4 high

8 3

To evahate bonding by adhesives, we obtainecl a number of adhesive samples. To prepare
the laminate, a piece of fabric was coated with adhesive and allowed to dry; an identically sized
piece was then rolled out over it. The laminated fabric was then tested for both moisture vapor
transmission rate and for dichloromethane permeation. The adhesive layer reduced the MVTR
significantly, such that the none of the adhesives tested can be considered for laminating our fabrics.

6. COMMERCIAL-SCALE FABRIC PRODUCTION

6.1 Objective

The objective of this task was to scale up fabric production from the formulation developed
with our laboratory-scale equipmen~ to our large, commercial scale (1m wide) equipment. This
large-scale casting and coating equipment is essentially the same as that described previously in
section 4.1, except that it is wider. Problems that can be encountered during scaleup typically have
to do with difficulties in handling the wider fabric, for example, wrinkling and curling of the edges.
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6.2 Summary of Results of Scaleup

The final fabric formulation is shown in Table 23. One 90-m-long roll of the material shown
in Figure 10 (MTR-2) was prepared, plus one 40-m-long roll using the nonwoven material for the
inner-layer (MTR-1).

Table 23. Summary of Protective Fabric Materials and Production Process

Formation
Layer Process Material Specifications

Support fabric — MTR-2: Ripstop nyIon (HLC Dover style 7020 #1)
MTR-1: Hytril/nonwoven laminate

Sorbent layer Solution casting Casting solution:
(wet) 17 wt% Pellethane 2103-8OAEF

17 wt% zeolite 13x(1 -3 mm particle size)
Solvent: dimethyl acetarnide (DMAc)

Smbent layer I Drying I Hot air drying

Perrnselective Dip coating Coating/laminating solution
layer/Larnination 8 wt% polyvinyl alcohol (Airvol 425)

1.6% Cymel 385
Solvent: water

Evaluations of the fabric performed by outside laboratories included chemical permeation,
MVTR, and physical properties. The detailed reports are attached in Appendix E. The results
showed that the fabrics met the water vapor transmission goal, and that the chemical permeation
resistance was adequate, but not w high as hoped. Table 24 summarizes our test results, and
includes comparisons with our project goals and with currently available protective clothing. For
comparison, see Appendix B which is a table reproduced born Lab Safety Supply’scatalog, showing
the chemical permeation properties of 11 different fabrics toward a variety of hazardous chemicals.
Whether our fabric properties are good enough for a commercially viable suit depends upon the
economics.

Details of the scaleup process to commercial-scale fabric production are discussed in the
following section.
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Table 24. Summary of Results of Laboratory Protective Fabric Tests (see Appendix E for details)

Test/Fabric Test Results I Goais

Chemical Permeation Tests Normalized Steady-state Normalized Steady-state
breakthrough permeationrate breakthrough permeationrate
time (rein) (yg/cm2.min) time (rein) (pg/cm2”min)

MTR-I (wovenhonwoven) I 441 300 30
MTR-2 (woven/woven) 1 164
Saranex-coatedTyvek 4 119

Water Vapor Transmission MVTR- standard MVTR- inverted MVTR
(g/m’”day) (g/m’”day) (g/m’”day)

MTR-I 816 1,165 800-1,000
MTR-2 864 1,365

Physical Properties Thickness(roils) Weight(otiyd’) Thickness(roils) Weight(oflsq yd

MTR-I 10 5.7
MTR-2 8 6.1
Saranex-coatedTyvek 10 3.6

Hydrostatic Resistance (beforeabrasion) (afterabrasion) @eforeabrasion) (atler abrasion)
(psi) (pi) (psi) (psi)

MTR-1 85 83
MTR-2 112 109

Grab Strength M (lb) XN (lb) M (Ib) XM (lb)

MTR-I 108 79
MTR-2 119 112

Flex Durability
(#of ph&Ies alter (# ofp~;es after (# ofpti”oles ailer (# of pinholes atle
2700 flexcycles) 2700 flexcycles) 2700 flex cycles) 2700 flex cycles)

MTR-I 4 2
MTR-2 1 1

Tear Strength M (gram) XM (gram) M (gram) XM (gram)

MTR-1 1,370 1,843
MTR-2 973 2,304

M andXM refer to the machineand cross-machinedirections
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6.3 Details of Scaleup Process

Casting

Difficulties encountered in scaling up the casting procedure to the wide machine included
improper tension and wrinkling of the fabric; bleed-tiough of the polymer solution through the
support fabric; and machine stoppages due to thick fabric edges, polymer bleed-through, and high
solution viscosity.

To maintain even tension and prevent wrinkles, we installed spreader rollers on the feed roll
and take-up rolls. These rollers have a spiral groove that maintains edge-to-edge tension, and
successfully eliminated fabric wrinkling problems from the casting procedure.

The choice of Dover ripstop nylon as the support fabric was based partly on its weight and
sheerness. A potential undesirable result of the fabric’s sheerness is bleed-through of the polynier
solution during casting. If the sorbent-layer polymer solution soaks through the support fabric
instead of remaining on the top surface, stoppages in the casting process may result because of a
buildup of fiction underneath the moving support fabric. Bleed-through causes unevemess and
streaks in the cast sorbent layer, and deposits large amounts of polymer debris on the back side of
the fabric. This debris becomes embedded into the surface of the sorbent layer during take-up. Both
the streaking and polymer debris produce defects in the permselective layer, and are unacceptable
in a run intended for suit manufacture.

Bleed-through can be reduced by increasing the viscosity of the casting solution. However,
solutions that are too viscous tend to produce dense, less water-permeable sorbent layers. There are
also limits to the amount of polyurethane that can be dissolved into our casting solvent, dimethyl
acetamide (DMAc). To determine the optimum casting solution viscosity, we made sorbent fabrics
with casting solutions of different viscosities. Table 25 shows the solution viscosities and
concentrations used to cast the three sorbent fabrics. The nitrogen permeation rates of the sorbent
layers and MVTRS of the complete fabrics, which are indications of the porosity of the sorbent layer,
are also included.
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Table 25. Effect of C=ting Solution Concentrations mdViscosities on Nitiogen Pemeation Flm—
of Sorbent Layer and MVTR of Complete Fabric

Casting Casting Solution Nitrogen MVTR of PVA-
$olution Viscosity Permeation Flux Coated Fabric

Formulation (centipoise) (10-2cm3/cm2wcmHg) (g/m2*24h)

14% Pellethane, 8,200 9.6 6,200
14% zeolite, in DMAc

15% Pellethane, 13,400 5.0 5,000
15% zeolite, in DMAc

16% Pellethane 22,000 3.8 4,600
16V0zeolite, in DMAc

These results show that casting solutions of higher viscosity produce denser, less permeable
sorbent layers and permselective fabrics with lower MVTRs. All of the casting solutions bled
through the support fabric during casting: the 14% Pellethane solution bled through the nylon the
most while the 15°A and 16% bled through relatively little. We believe that the amount of bleed-
through by the 15’XOand 16’XOPellethane/zeolite solutions can be minimized by changes in casting
technique on the l-meter wide machine. Based on these results, the sorbent Iayer will be cast from
a solution of target viscosity 15,000 to 20,000 centipoise, by adjusting polymer concentration in the
15- 16% Pellethane/zeolite solution.

Another problem encountered during casting was snagging of the support fabric between the
casting drum and knife. The nyIon support fabric was cut to size by our fabric supplier with a hot
wire, which produces small beads of melted nylon along one edge. These beads are large enough
to snag in the gap between the casting drum and knife, causing stoppages in the run or changes in
the tension of the nylon fabric. Both effects produce nonuniformities in the sorbent Iayer surface.
Stoppages in the run give more time for the casting solution to bleed through, which compounds the
problem. Our solution was to knife-slit the support fabric to eliminate the small beads that cause
the snagging. In this way both the bleed-through and snagging problems were eliminated, and we
had few problems during casting. Seven casting runs were made; the conditions are listed in
Table 26.
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Table 26. Conditions for Production-Scale Casting Runs

Casting Run- :-<-Solution---
# ‘ ,Viicosiiy (cpj ~

B206-5 13,850

‘Solution Run
‘Composition-” “Lei@h (m)-

16% polyurethane; 100
16%zeolite

B206-6 19,000

B206-8 22,000

B206-1 O 16,250

B206-11
I

16,250

10017940polyurethane;
17% zeolite

17% polyurethane; 100
17’%0zeolite

17% polyurethane;

I

86
17% zeolite

17V0polyurethane; 103
17’%0zeolite

17’%polyurethane; 102
17’%0zeolite

Coating

Difficulties encountered in scaling up the coating procedure to the wide machine included
improper tension and wrinkling of the fabric, and curling of the fabric edges. Poor edge-to-edge
tension allows wrinkles to form length-wise in the fabric as the coating is dried in the oven.
Wrinkles cause streaks in the PVA coating down the length of the fabric as coating solution pools
in the wrinkles; this res~ts in defective permselective layers. CurIing of the fabric edges occurs

when the edge rolls over and sticks to itself as the coating dries, resulting in a darnaged band along
the edge. We believe this is caused by differential swelling of the support fabric and sorbent layers
as they are wetted by the coating solution.

To maintain edge-to-edge tension and prevent wrinkles, we installed inverted crown rollers
on the coating machine. The inverted crown rollers did not eliminate wrinkles, but did reduce them
to acceptable levels. The problem of fabric curling could not be solved without major modifications
to our equipment. We concluded that a more efficient approach was for our laminator to coat and
laminate the fabric in one step. Simple tests in our laboratory showed that coating and laminating
in one step is feasible; samples prepared in this way by the laminator Iooked very good.
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Laminating

Because MTR does not have the capability to continuously laminate the two fabrics together,
we looked for an outside laminator with the capability of laminating with aqueous solutions. We
found one company with this capability, Uretek, which prepared very promising samples for us.
Since our coating material, PVA, is also a good adhesive (see Section 5.3.4), the permselective layer—
can be formed at the same time the two fabrics are laminated together. Figure
coatinghnination procedure.

Feed roll#2

c)
●

Diyingoven
I

d==- 8
Take-uD roll

Feed rollM

9J

●

10

17 illustrates the

Dip-coatingtank

Figure 17. Schematic of laminating procedure used by Uretek.

Uretek produced two different laminated fabrics for us: the first (MTR-2) used our sorbent-
coated nylon fabric for both layers, and the second (MTR-1) used our fabric for the outside layer and
a lightweight nonwoven fabric on the inside. The advantage of the nonwoven fabric is that it is
lighter and cheaper than our fabric, bu~ because it does not contain any sorben~ this laminate is not
as protective as MTR-2. The appearance and feel of the laminated fabrics was very good; both types
were made into prototype suits.

7. PROTOTYPE SUIT PRODUCTION AND EVALUATION

7.1 Objective

The objective of this task was to make prototype suits from the optimized fabrics, and to
evaluate their ability to increase worker productivity while maintaining worker protection. To do
this we contacted several manufacturers of protective clothing, eventually selecting one to make
prototype suits. The suits were evaluated for chemical protection, physical characteristics, and effect
on worker productivity. Using production cost estimates, we quantified the potential benefits of
protective clothing made from our fabric.
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7.2 Prototype Suit Production

To produce prototype suits, we looked for a reputable protective clothing (PC) manufacturer
with the capability to work with new materials, and an understanding of the market for different
types of protective clothing. The specific characteristics needed in a manufacturer include:

● research and development capability
● in-house suit manufacturing capability
● broad range of products
s ongoing marketing activities

Discussions with different manufacturers provided us with valuable, practical information.
For example, the importance of the ease with which seams can be made and sealed was impressed
upon us. In response, we made sure that the fabric was durable, and that the perrnselective layer was
protected fiqm darnage during heat-sealing procedures. Another concern voiced by manufacturers
is the fabric color. The fabric produced with carbon as the sorbent is black, this undesirable because
it produces wearer claustrophobia. Consequently, we used a zeolite sorbent that produces a white
fabric.

Of the many PC manufacturers contacted, two were particularly attractive: DuraFab and
Kappler Safety Group, Gantesville, AL. Eventually we chose Kappler to manufacture the prototype
suits needed for Phase I. As well as suits made from the two MTR fabrics, identical suits were made
from Saranex-coated Tyvek and from uncoated Tyvek for comparison. The suits were full-body
coveraIls as shown in Figure 18, including a hood, elastic wrists and ankles, front zipper, and sewn
(but not taped) seams. The completed prototype suits received were the following:

● 7 suits from MTR 1 fabric (ripstop on both sides): 3 large, 4 extra large
. 5 suits from MTR 2 fabric (npstop/nonwoven): 3 large, 2 extra laxge
● 6 suits from Saranex-coated Tyvek fabric: 3 large, 3 extra large
● 6 suits from uncoated Tyvek fabric: 3 large, 3 extra large

58

. .-.- ?.-,-T -—m. —.7 _. ., m-?-7- ,,,. . -,. / ,., .,. -— —,.
. . - . . . =.-, . . . . . . . . ..<.rrm .+~-———— .\m. . .-,.



Figure 18. Full-body coverall style used forprototype suits.

7.3Prototype Suit Evaluation

A rigorous test of a suit’s ability to reduce heat stress is to perform human tests under
controlled conditions. However, to obtain statistically reliable results with human subjects requires
a large number of tests. This was beyond the scope and financial resources of the first phase of the
projec$ so heat stress was evaluated with Thermal Manikin tests. In these tests, a manikin is dressed
in the test suit. The ma@kin has holes throughout its “skin” through which water can be pumped to
simulate sweating; the manikin’s skin can also be heated, simulating body heat. The rate of heat
transfer away from the manikin and through the protective clothing is measured. Because the
conditions within the manikin (amount of sweat, body temperature) can be reliably controlled, few
tests are required to get reproducible results. From this tiormation, human performance models
can be used to predict the length of time a person can work in the tested suit before heat stress
restrictions require the worker to take a break. This allows a quantitative comparison of the
productivity benefit of one suit over another.

The Thermal Manikin tests were petionned by Arthur D. Little on the two prototype MTR
suits and the two conventional suits (Saranex-coated Tyvek and uncoated Tyvek). The data were
used by our consultan~ Prof. Byron Jones from Kansas State University, to predict human
performance. The results of the heat stress test are summarized in Table 27; the detailed test results
are included in Appendix F. The MTR fabrics met our goals for water vapor transmission, and the
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Tyvek suits, which are completely water impermeable. We used a conservative 10’%increase in
productivity in our economic analysis.

Table 27. Summary Heat Stiess Modeling ResuIts for MTR’s Protective Clothing and Conventional
Protective Clothing (see Appendix F for details)

Fabric Test Results

Water Vapor Transmission MVTR - standard MVTR - inverted
(Project goal: MVTR = 800-1,000 (g/m’”day) (g/m’”day)
g/m2”day)

MTR-1 816 1165
MTR-2 864 1365

Heat Stress Modeling Work time for Work time for
moderate work at 4 kcallmin heavy work at 7 kcal/min

(rein) (rein)

70”F, 40V0RH*
MTR-1 26.5 14.0
MTR-2 25.5 13.5
Saranex-coated Tyvek 23.5 13.0
Tyvek 35.0 16.0

90”F, 40340RH
MTR-1 18.5 12.0
MTR-2 17.0 10.5
Saranex-coated Tyvek 16.0 10.0
Tyvek . 20.0 11.5

90”F, 9070 RH
MTR-1 15.0 10.0
MTR-2 15.0 9.5
Saranex-coated Tyvek 14.5 9.5
Tyvek 16.0 10.0

.&R--- .. . . .. .
‘K1-l= relatlve nurmcmy

8. ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

The estimated cost of the MTR fabric based on the current design is $5.40/yd2for the MlR-l
material and $6.60/yd2 for the MTR-2 material. This leads to suit selling prices of $60-$66. For
comparison, a Saranex-coated Tyvek suit has a selling priceof$31. This difference in suit cost is
worthwhile if the MTR-fabric suits allow users to work longer without taking rests. Our crdculations
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showed tha~ at current prices, the savings achieved based on the conservative thermal manikin
results do not outweigh the extra costs if suits are discarded daily but do outweigh the extra cost if
suits are worn for at least two days. We have also calculated that optimization of the production
procedures during scale up of the manufacturing process used to fabricate MTR’s fabric would
reduce MTR’s suit cost fhrther. If so, MTR’s suits would offer cost benefits even if discarded daily.
Details of these calculations are given below.

To estimate the cost to manufacture our current fabrics, we assumed that we will make
250,000 m2of fabric (-50,000 completed suits) per year with completely new equipment. Table 28
shows the quantities and the unit prices of materials needed for the two MTR fabrics, and Table 29
shows the capital cost of the facilities needed for this level of production. Table 30 shows the total
fabric manufacturing (selling price) COSGthese totals are $5.40/yd2and $6.60/yd2for fabrics MTR-1
and MTR-2, respectively. Compared with those of other protective fabrics, these prices are high.
Barricade, a highly protective fabric manufactured by DuPon~ sells for approximately $3.50/yd2;
Saranex-coated Tyvek sells for approximately $1.20/yd2; and Tyvek sells for less than $1.00/yd2.
However, our fabric offers the advantage of the greater worker cornllortand productivity achievable
with a cool fabric.
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Table 28. Material Quantities Needed for MTR Fabrics

Material

Support Fabric
Sorbent Layer

Solvent
Polymer
Sorbent

Total

Perrnselective Layer
Crosslinker
Polyner

Total

TOTAL

unit cost*

$1.30/lin
yd

$1.0011b
$3.10/lb
$3.25flb

—

$2.15flb
$1.51/lb

Material

Support Fabric
Sorbent Layer

Solvent
PoIymer
Sorbent

Total

Permselective Layer
Crosslinker
Polymer

Total

unit cost*

$1.85 Iin
yd

$1.oonb
$3.lonb
$3.25flb

$2.15/lb
$1.51/lb

MTR-1

Amount Needed

Per m2of
Finished Fabric

1.20 lin yd

0.23 lb
0.05 lb
0.05 Ib

—

0.007 lb
0.068 lb

Per Year for
250,000 m2/yr

300,000 lin yd

56,250 lb
12,665 lb
12,665 Ib

—

1,700 lb
17,000 lb

‘:----MTR-2 -. - .,,

Amount Needed

Per m2of

I
Per Year for

Finished Fabric 250,000 m2/yr

1.20 lin yd

0.45 lb
0.10 lb
0.10 lb

0.007 lb
0.068 lb

300,000 Iin yd

112,500 lb
25,330 lb
25,330 lb

1,700 lb
17,000 lb

TOTAL I I I
Based on 1996 quotes from suppliers.
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cost
of finished fabric

($lm2)

1.56

0.23
0.16
Q&5
0.55

0.01
~
0.12

2.22

cost
of finished fabric

($/m2)

2.21

0.45
0.31
~
1.09

0.01
~
0.12

3.42
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Table 29. Capital Costs for Commercial-Scale Fabric Manufacturing Equipment. Estimates are
based on the cost of similar equipment built by MTR and are accurate to +25°A.

Item Capital Costsa Unit Cost!’
($) ($/m’)

Caster 200,000 0.40
Laminator/dryer 300,000 0.60
Miscellaneous 100.000 ~

1 TOTAL I 600,000 1.20

a Assumes a capacity of 250,000 m2/year
b Assumes a ~o-ye~ capital payback time

Table 30. Total Fabric Manufacturing Cost

I Total I?abric Manufacturing Cost

MTR-1
1

Capital Costs
Demeciation, taxes, ROI I 800,000

Material Cost
Support fabric 390,000
Sorbent layer 136,000
Perrnselective layer 30.000
Total 556,000

Labor Costs
Directb 60,000
Supervisionc 39,000
Overheadd 165.000
Total 264,000

TOTAL I 1.620.000. .

Assumes annual production of 250,000 m2/year.
bBased on labor rateof$15/hour
c65% of direct labor
d 165°/0of direct labor and supervision

($/m2)--

3.20

1.56
0.55
~
2.22

0.24
0.16
~
1.06

6.48

Ml

‘- ($fyr~

800,000

553,000
273,000

30.000
856,000

70,000
46,000

193.000
309,000

R-2

($/m2)--

3.20

2.21
1.09
~
3.42

0.28
0.18
~
1.23

1,964,000 I 7.86

The estimate of the completed suit price is based on three
manufacturing (cutting/sewing/seaming) cosg and distributor markup.

63

components: fabric cost,
For a total body coverall



(including hood and booties) with strapped (sewn and heat-sealed) seams, 4.2 square meters (5
square yards) of fabric are used per suit. We estimate the manufacturing component to be $23 ($8
to sew the suit and $15 to seal the seams), and the distributor markup to be $10 per suit. Based on
these estimates, the selling prices for suits made from the MTR fabrics will be $60 and $66 for
fabrics MTR-1 and MTR-2, respectively.

To quanti& the benefits of a cool suit, we estimated the total worker cost for eight hours of
productivity. The worker cost consists of direct labor costs (wages); indirect costs (worker’sbenefits
and other expenses, support costs such as supervision and administration, and the cost of
equipment); and the cost of protective clothing. We have estimated the direct and indirect costs to
be $15/hour each. Table31 shows the total cost for a productive hour of work, where a productive
hour is an hour that a worker is actualIy working. For exampIe, if a worker takes eight 20-minute
breaks to prevent heat stress in an 8-hour workday, approximately 5.4 productive hours of work are
performed.

To determine the cost for 8 productive hours using protective clothing, we assumed a 10-
minute break after each period of work. The length of a work period depends on the temperature
and humidity conditions and on the strenuousness of the work being performed. For this analysis,
we assumed a work period equal to the average of the moderate and heavy work values determined
by heat stress modeling (see Table 25). Thus, a worker wearing a Saranex-coated Tyvek suit will
have 4.4 productive hours per 8-hour work day, and workers wearing suits made from MTR fabrics
will have 4.8 and 4.6 productive hours, that is, 4.5°/0longer for the MTR-2 suit and 9°/0longer for
the MTR-1 suit. The cost savings achieved by MTR suits compared to Saranex-coated Tyvek for
suits exchanged daily and weekly (5 days wear) are shown in Table 31. The calculations in Table 31
show that at today’s suit cost the MTR suits are cost effective if exchanged once every 2 to 5 days,
but are not cost effective if exchanged daily.
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Table 31. Cost-Benefit Calculations for the MTR-1 and MTR-2 Suits Compared to Saranex-Coated Tyvek Suits, Assuming Suits
are Exchanged Daily and Weekly.

,,, .,,,,:,.,($,!),;,,f.!:l,,,,,t,l, ;{::,,,, ,, ,,
,, ,’ ,’,,!,;,,,,.’?,,[l$l,)’1

, ) $!,,;4/,!,:,,,, :’: “;l:),+) ,, W~~Exchanged Daily Suits Exchanged Weekly ‘
,,,, ,l!, ,, ,, ,,, ,,. ’.../,,,,.,! :~i,’1: ,,>, :,, .,, ,, ‘S,araneJ “’’::;,’!!’”,,, , ,$ “ Saranex-Coated

,:i:j Para,rneterj’ I ‘, ‘“ Coated T~ek. ~TR-1 MTR-2 ‘ Tyvek,,, ,’ 1,$ ,, MTR-1 MTR-2

Productivehours(per 8-hourworkday) 4.4 4.8 4.6 4.4 4.8 4.6

Productivehours (per5-dayweek) 22 24 23 22 24 23

Total laborcost $/week* 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200

Suit cost $/week
Suitsusedfweek 5 5 5 1 1 1
Suit cost ($) 31.20 60 66 31.20 60 66
Cost .$/week 156 300 330 31 60 66

Total cost $/week 1,356 1,500 1,530 1,231 1,260 1,266

Total cost $/productivehour 61.6 62.5 66.5 56.0 52.5 55,0
*Directlaborcost at $15/hour= $600
Indirectlaborcost at $15/hour= $600



However, some moderate cost reductions and a slight improvement in water vapor
transmission rate could make the MTR fabric very competitive with conventional chemical
protective fabrics. Cost reduction is achievable in several areas: The previous analysis assumes
installation of manufacturing equipment to produce the current fabric at MTR’s facilities. The first
major cost reduction comes from eliminating most of the manufacturing equipment capital costs by
identifying a company that already has production equipment in place. This will reduce the capital
expenses from $600,000 to $100,000 (still needed for equipment modification), reducing fabric cost
by about $1.00/m2.

The second area of cost reduction is in the support fabric: for every sqwue yard of completed
fabric, two yards of support fabric are needed (because there are two layers of support fabric in our
final fabric). The cost of the support fabric accounts for 65% of the total material costs. Using a
less expensive fabric (probably a nonwoven) should allow reductions in the fabric price of at least
$1.00. A third, less important cost reduction would be replacing the solvent used for casting the
microporous layer with a less expensive solvent this should reduce fabric costs by almost $0.20 per
lb. Table 32 summarizes the economic analysis with this “improved” MTR fabric (labeled MTR-
imp), compared with current MTR fabrics. The fabric price of MTR-imp is $5.43/m2 ($4.54/yd2),
and the selling price for a suit made I120mthis improved MTR fabric is $56.

Table 32. Total Fabric Manufacturing Cost

, .-: ..
..”. ----- .. ...*- :Total-Fab>ric Ma&factiring Cos&.-. !. .. -,.-.,=

.:------. ----. ~R-i : ;::*<:2.. - ~R-imp-

Capital Costs ($/m2)
Depreciation, taxes, ROI 3.20 3.20 2.20

Material Cost ($/m2)
Support fabric 1.56 2.21 1.20
Sorbent layer 0.55 1.09 0.86
Pennselective layer QJ ~ &lJ
Total 2.22 3.42 2,18

Labor Costs ($/m2)
Direct 0.24 0.28 0.24
Supervision 0.16 0.18 0.16
Overhead ~ Q7J Q&i
Total ~ 1.06 1.23 1.06

TOTAL ($/m*) 6.48 7.86 5.43
($/yd2) 5.42 6.57 4.54

Assumes annual production of 250,000 mz/year.
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We also believe that a little optimization work on the commercial equipment will improve
the MVTR of the MTR fabric. In preparation of rolls of fabric by our laminator, there was no
opportunity to optimize the Lmi.nating conditions (laminating speed, drying conditions, laminating
solution concentration and viscosity, etc.); a limited optimization program should yield some
increase in MVTR, and possibly in chemical protection as well. We assume that we can increase
the MVTR enough to allow 5.5 productive hours of work per day, compared to 4.4 for Saranex-
coated Tyvek, 4.8 and 4.6 for MTR-1 and MTR-2, respectively. While it is not possible to directly
correlate MVTR to productivity @eat stress depends on the garment fiL fabric insulative properties,
and other factors as well as on MVTR), we believe that this expected improvement in productive
time is reasonable based on the productive time achieved with Tyvek (-5.5 productive hours per
day) which had a much lower MVTR in our laboratory-scale fabrics. Based on this assumption, the
calculations in Table 33 show that MTR suit produced from the improved fabric (MTR-imp)
becomes very cost effective (labor costs reduced more than 10’XOover Saranex-coated Tyvek suits)
even when exchanged daily.

Table 33. Cost-Benefit Calculations for the MTR-1, MTR-2, and MTR-Irnp Suits Compared to
Saranex-Coated Tyvek Suits.

Suits Exchanged Daily
.. .... .. -J _:_-:.... ___ .. .-

Saranex- :
.. p~~~rneter -- ‘: .- ;~~:: ‘,. Coated..‘- - tiR-1 MTR-2 MTR-Imp. -,,:. .-.L.-...= -...-. .. L... . . . Tyvek :>- ::<. -,

Productivehours (per 8-hourworkday) 4.4 4.8 4.6 5.5

Productivehours (per 5day week) 22 24 23 27.5

Total laborcost $/week* 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200

Suitcost$/week
. Suitsusedlweek 5 5 5 5

Suitcost ($) 31.20 60 66 56
- Cost $/week 156 300 330 280

Total cost$/week 1,356 1,500 1,530 1,400

Totalcost ($/productivehour) 61.6 62.5 66.5 53.8

*Directlaborcost at $15/hour= $600
Indirectlaborcost at $15/hour= $600

Several companies have the capability to malce these improvements in our fabric. In
partnership with one of these, we expect to be able to produce an attractive alternative to currently
available chemically protective fabrics.
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9. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The fabrics produced during this project were a significant advancement in state-of-the-art
protective fabrics. No currently available fabrics combine protection against vapor and liquid

chemical hazards with reduced potential for heat stress by allowing water vapor to permeate the
fabric. The fabrics developed in this project meet the water vapor transmission rate goals (greater
than 800 ~m2”day) and provide chemical protection equivalent to currently used non-water-
permeable chemical protective suits. Significantly, these results were achieved in a practical fabric
that is strong, durable, flexible, lightweight, and easy to manufacture into a suit.

The goal for our fabric is to increase worker productivi~, thus, the true test of fabric success
is whether the increase in productivity provided by the fabric offsets the higher cost of suits made
from it. (Our fabrics are more expensive than cuently used, non-water-permeable suits). The
estimated productivhy increase (based on measurements with a thermal manikin) with the MTR
fabrics was approximately 10% over the productivity achieved with conventional chemical
protective fabrics. This is a very conservative improvement in productivity, given the large
difference in water vapor transmission be!ween occlusive (non-water-vapor-permeable) suits and
MTR’s water-vapor-permeable suits. Based on this value, the MTR suit is only cost effective if
worn for two days or more.

However, we believe that moderate reductions in cost and a small increase in water vapor
transmission of these fabrics will result in a fabric that is economically attractive to users of
chemical protective clothing. The cost reductions would be achieved primarily by finding a fabric
manufacturer that has equipment capable of producing this fabric (reducing capital costs), and by
finding a support fabric that is less expensive than our current woven fabric (the major material cost
of our fabric). The increase in water vapor transmission can be achieved by optimizing the
laminating process.

We recommend @at these steps-finding a suitable manufacturer and optimizing the fabric
on their equipment —should be taken before beginning large-scale field tests. We believe the
chances of achieving the required fabric cost reductions are good, and that the resulting fabric has
a large potential for use at DOE facilities, and in a variety of industrial applications throughout the
United States.
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APPENDIX A: FABRIC EVALUATION TEST PROCEDURES

1) Sorbent Capacity
2) Organic Vapor Permeation
3) Moisture Vapor Transmission (MVTR)
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1. CARBON TETRACHLORIDE VAPOR SORPTION TEST PROCEDURE

his test procedure was developed by MTR to evaluate the relative organic sorption capacity
of different grades of activated carbons and other sorption agents before and after their incorporation
into membrane fabric materials.

A. Materials:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Oven, mechanical-convection type
Sorption chamber, leak-free
Analytical bakmce
Carbon tetrachloride
Pyrex dish, 2 liter capacity (8 in x 8 in x 2 in)
Weighing dish, aluminum
Thermometer
Fume hood

B. Procedure:

1. Determine the sorbent density in the fabric material (g/cm2), using the total mass of the coated
fabric, the mass of the uncoated fabric, and the polymer-to-sorbent mass ratio in the casting solution.

2. Trace and cut a 10-cm square of coated fabric. Include a blank sample of the coated fabric
containing no sorbent. To measure the capacity of the pure sorbent, use 0.5-gran2 samples in
aluminum dishes.

3. Pre-treat the samples in the mechanical convection oven at 80°C for 18 hours to drive off residual
organic compounds that may be present in the fabric from the casting operation.

4. Weigh and record the initial mass of the fabric samples. Place in horizontal racks.

5. Wearing appropriate respiratory protection, place the fabric samples in the carbon tetrachloride
(CCIA)sorption chamber (inside a tie hood). The chamber contains air saturated with CCid vapor
at room temperature (by means of a dish of CCld liquid). Leave samples in the chamber for
18 hours.

6. After 18 hours, remove one sample at a time 120m the sorption chamber and weigh. The
difference in mass before and after exposure to CClqin the test chamber is the overall mass of CCIQ
sorbed by the coated fabric. Subtract from this number the mass of CCl~sorbed by the blank coated
fabric without sorbent to obtain the sorption capacity of the active sorbent material in the membrane
matrix (grams CClg/gram sorbent).

7. Compare this sorption capacity to that of the pure sorbent samples, and determine the percent loss
in sorptive capacity caused by incorporation into the membrane matrix.
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2. ORGANIC VAPOR PERMEATION TEST PROCEDURE

This procedure is based on the open-loop testing configuration of Procedure A (liquid test
chemicals) of ASTM F739-91 “Standud Test Method for Resistance of Protective Clothing
Materials to Permeation by Liquids or Gases Under Conditions of Continuous Contact.”

A. Materials:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.

Standard ASTM Permeation Test Cell (Pesce Lab Sales)
Flame Ionization Detector (SRI, stand-alone FID, model no. 8680-10)
Strip chart recorder (Linear Instruments Corp., model no. 155)
Analytical balance (Mettler model H80, 160 g x O.lmg)
Dial thickness gauge (Mituyoyo model no. 7326,0.050 in x 0.0001 in)
Dichloromethane, CH2C1Z(liquid test chemical)
Hydrogen, air and nitrogen gas cylinders (FID gases and collection medium,
respectively)
Bubble flowmeter (20 cc flow tube and electronic timer)
Laboratory fhrne hood.

B. Procedure:

1. Calibrate the FID detector using standard mixtures of dichloromethane (CHZC12)vapor in
nitrogen at concentrations of 10,200, and 3,000 ppm by volume. Adjust the flow rate of the
standard gas mixture to 50 cm3/min, the sample gas flow rate that will be used in the
permeation test. Heat the line connecting the test cell to the detector to 32”C, as required
in the permeation test to prevent vapor condensation. Note: Install the FID detector in close
proximity to the permeation test cell, both inside a fume hood.

2. Measure and record the thickness of the fabric material.

3. Trace and cut a sample of fabric 2 inches in diameter. Weigh, determine the mass per unit
area of the sample, and record.

4. Trace and cut a circle of fabric approximately 4.75 inches in diameter. Place the sample
between the two PTFE gaskets of the permeation test cell,”and mount it by tightening the
three flange bolts. Trim the fabric at the bolts to prevent curling during attachment to the
cell. Verify that the normally outside surface of the fabric faces the challenge chamber of
the test cell. The active area of the fabric sample in the Pesce test cell is 20.5 cm2.

5. Mount the test cell in its holder and pass 50 cm3/min of nitrogen carrier gas through the
collection or permeate chamber, and into the FID detector. Start and zero the FID detector
and the chart recorder. Note: To examine the effect of water vapor on the permeation
resistance of the fabric, first bubble the nitrogen carrier stream through a water reservoir at
room temperature prior to the test cell.
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6. Start the permeation test by charging the challenge chamber of the Pesce cell with liquid
CHZCIZup to the mark on the fill port. Begin timing the test and initial the recorder as soon
as the liquid is introduced into the cell. Start the recorder at the maximum resolution of O-1
mVo

7. Monitor the course of the experiment and record both the actual and the normalized
breakthrough times. The actual breakthrough time is the elapsed time between initial contact
of the CHZCIZwith the outside surface of the fabric and detection by the FID detector. The
FID will detect CHZC12at concentrations in nitrogen as low as 0.5 ppm, which is the system
detection limit (SDL) of the FID unit. At this concentration in the collection stream, the
permeation rate of CHZCIZthrough the fabric sample is 0.004 pg/cm2”min (the minimum
detectable permeation rate (MDPR) of the FID). The normalized breakthrough time is the
elapsed time between initial contact of the CHZC12with the outside surface of the fabric and
the point at which the permeation rate reaches 0.1 pg/cm2*min. The CH2C12concentration
at w)ich normalized permeation occurs is 11.5 ppm.

8. Continue monitoring the test by decreasing the resolution of the chart recorder as the
concentration of CH2C12in the detector increases beyond the range of the current resolution.
AHowthe test to proceed until steady-state permeation is achieved. At this point the CH2C12
concentration in the collection stream has stabilized with respect to time. Calculate and
record the steady-state permeation rate using the formula

Permeation Rate = Steady-State Concentration c (Flow rate/Area) ● Vapor Density

(Vapor densi~ of CH2C12at 25°C is 0.00347 g/cm3.)
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3.

Water

A.

B.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

MOISTURE VAPOR TIUiNSMISSION TEST PROCEDURE (STANDARD OR
INVERTED

This procedure is based on the Water Method of ASTM E96-94 “Standard Test Methods for
Vapor Transmission of Materials.”

Materials:

1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.
8.
9.

Weighing dish, aluminum, 63 mm dia. x 17.5 mm ht. (Fisher Scientific Cat. No. 08-732-
5“C)
Oven, mechanical-convection type (Precision Scientific Model No. 18EM)
Thermohygrometer (Cole-Panner Instrument Co., Cat. No. 033 10-40)
Pyrex dish, 3 liter capacity (13 in x 9 in x 2 in)
Magnesium Nitrate Hexahydrate (Mg(NOq)z”6HzO),1-3 Kg, for constant humidity
solution
Weight scale (A& D Co., Ltd. Model No. EK-120A, capacity 120 g x O.Olg)
Adhesive/sealant (Silicone Rubber, GE Translucent RTV 108)
Distilled water, 30 ml per sample
50 ml graduated cylinder

10. Weights, 200-400 g

Procedure (Dry Surface Test):

Trace and cut a circle of fabric approximately 3 inches in diameter for each dish. Use three
random samples of each fabric type.

Apply a thin, narrow coat of RTV sealant around the flange of the dish, to cover
approximately 750/0of its circderence. Place the fabric sample on top of the dish, and
press down using an inverted empty dish with a 200-400 g weight on top. Veri@ that the
inside surface of the fabric faces the water in the dish.

Wait about 20-30 minutes for the sealant to set. The active area of the fabric sample is
2. Trim the excess fabric off of the perimeter edge.approximately 30 cm

Pour 30 ml of distilled water from a graduated cylinder into a dish. Avoid any water contact
with the fabric. Use the weight scale and a dropper to measure 30.0 g, and record the actual
mass of water used on the attached test sheet. The dish is now about half-fidl with the liquid
level approximately 0.35 in. from the fabric sample. Seal the remaining 25% of the
circumference of the fabric with RTV. Press down again and wait about 20-30 minutes for
the sealant to set.

Weigh and record the initial mass of each dish assembly in the test sheet. Place dishes in a
horizontal rack after weighing.
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6, Place the rack in an oven (samples upward for the “standard” method or downward for the
“inverted” method), maintained at 90 ‘F (32 ‘C) and 500/0relative humidity. Maintain
temperature within 1‘F (0.6°C), and relative humidity within 2% of these specifications.
Record the date, the time, and the temperature and relative humidity of the oven on the test
sheet. The temperature control knob of Precision Scientific model no. 18EM oven must be
set to 1.0, and the hole on top of the oven sealed with a rubber stopper. A constant relative
humidity of 51-52% is achieved by placing a saturated solution of magnesium nitrate
hexahydrate (Mg(NO~)z”6HzO),in the 3-Iiter pyrex dish inside the oven during the test. This
solution is prepared by dissolving 2 kilograms of magnesium nitrate hexahydrate in
approximately 1.3 liters of water.

7. Leave the samples in the oven overnight. Record the total mass of each dish assembly as
well as the temperature and relative humidity readings every day for at Ieast 3 days.
Calculate and record the moisture vapor transmission rate (MVTR) of each fabric sample.
Use the following formula:

MVTR = Mass change /Tiie interval ● Fabric Area

c. Procedure (Wetted Surface Test):

The procedure is identical to the dry-surface procedure, except that in step 5, first place the dish
assemblies in the rack in an inverted position over support rods. By doing so, water covers the entire
inner stiace of the fabric, while the outer surface of the fabric is in direct contact with the air.
During weighings, place the dishes in the balance in the upright position.
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APPENDIX B: CHEMICAL RESISTANCE OF PROTECTIVE CLOTHING
MATERIALS
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APPENDIX C: PROPERTIES OF AIRVOL POLYVINYL ALCOHOL (PVA)
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AIRVOL POLYVINYL
ALCOHOL
TYPICAL PROPERTIES

>

Super Hydrolyzed

AiIVOt125 ! 99.3+ I 28-32 5.5-7.5 I 5 I 1.0

Fully Hydrolyzed

Airvol 103 98.0-98.8 3.5-4.5 5.0-7.0 5 1.0
AiIvol 107 98.0-98.8 5.5-6.6 5.0-7.0 5 1.0
Ail’VOt321 98.0 -98.8 16.5-20.5 5.0-7.0 5 1.0
AirVOt325 98.0-98.8 28.5-32.5 5.0-7.0 5 1.0
Airvol 350 I 98.0-98.8 62-72 5.0-7.0 5 1.0

Intermediate Hydrolyzed

AiNO]W.%t2 96.5-97.5 14-17 4.5-6.5 5 1.0

AiiWOl425 95.5-96.5 I 27-31 4.5-6.5 I 5 I 0.7

Partially Hydrolyzed

AilVOt203 87.0-89.0 3.5-4.5 4.5-6.5 5 0.7

AilVOl205 87.0 -89.0 5.2-6.2 4.5-6.5 5 0.5

AitVO[523 87.0-89.0 23-27 4.0-6.0 5 0.3

Airvol 540 87.0-89.0 45-55 4.0-6.0 5 0.3

SPECIALTY GRADES : ~..- ~- ~~‘ ;’;: >-~ -. ‘ ‘:~.‘- ! - -. . .. ... ... “;; ;’-~;fi?-;-;:~Z:;$j~-~~..,-,’.y: +!{.,.. ... ?=:.:7.;:.. .. :.. ‘J... .:1
.:

Grade Hydrolysis, ?40 viscosity, Cps’ : pH2
Volatiles, Ash,
% Max. YO Max?

Polymerization

AiffOl805 - 87.0 -89.0 5.2-6.2 4.5-6.5 5 0.5

AirvOl823 . 87.0-89.0 23-27 4.0-6.0 5 0.3

AiIVOl840 87.0 -89.0 45-55 4.0-6.0 5 0.3

Fine Particle (S-Grades)

AilVOt203S’ 87.0 -89.0 3.5-4.5 4.5-6.5 5 0.7

AiNOl 205S 87.0 -90.0 5.2-6.2 4.5-6.5 5 0.5

AirVO!523S 87.0 -90.0 23-27 4.0-6.0 5 0.3

Airvol 540s 87.0-90.0 45-55 4.0-6.0 5 0.3

Tackified

Grade viscosity, Cps’ pw
Ail’VOlSH-72 3800-5500 4.4-4.9

AilVOiSM-73 1200-1600 4.4-4.9 Derived from Super

35-656 A tl.d7 Hydrolyzed Grades
Unisize HA-25 !

‘1. . ..- 1 ... . . .
I I

Unisize HA-70 80-155S 3.9-4.67

AilVOtMH-82 4200-5900 4.4-4.9

Airvoi MM-81 1300-1700 4.4-4.9 Derived from Fully

Ailvol MM-51 1100-1500 4.4-4.9 Hydrolyzed Grades

Ahol MM-14 245-485 4.4-4.9

t 4“Aaqueous solution,2130C.
:4“/0aquetxs solufjon.

410% aqueous solul”mn,25’C. :. 75“A aqueous slurry.
S1O%aqueous sol@”on. t Use of Airvol 203S polyvinyl almhol

$As “/. Na20, corrected volatiles. c5“A solution, 25”C. Is covered by US. Patent No. 5,057,570.
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L the Q.egreeof Hydrolysisrand‘“k”~-”
.‘:IncreasedViSCCISIty-...+;:;... . ... .. . ,*

u.Molecular Weight Change. - :
“ Increased Block Resistance

. . ?..... ... . Increased Tensile Strength
Increased Volubility Increased Water Resistance
Increased Flexibility Increased Adhesive Strength

Increased Water Sensitivity Increased Solvent Resistance

Increased Ease of Solvation Increased Dispersing Power

A MOLECULARWEIGHT h:
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Type. ‘.”:‘“ ““
.‘ - Brand or : ‘.

Generic Name .

Sunrez 700 resins

Bacote:20
Crosslinkers . .

Glyoxal “

Airdefoam~ 90

Foamaster V

Defoamers Foamaster KB

Drewplus L474

Plasticizers I Ethylene Glycol

I Urea

...... . ,:l.! :.. . . . . . , .,,:...,: . . -?

Sequa 1-47. dld

Magnesium 2-10% did

Elektron, Ltd.

American Hoechst ~lsyo dld

Air Products <I%dtd

Henkel . < lVodtd

Henkel <l%dld

Drew Industrial <I%dtd

Dw. Of Ashland
Chemical Co.

Rohm & Haas c 50 ppm

Dow Chemical 1000-2000 ppm

2-5%

I
2-5%

1-5%

5-6CPS “’” ;: ‘“; : ~w 15,000-27,000 31,ooo-50,m

22-30 CIJS‘ Medium 44,000-65,000 65,000-146,000

i 45-72 QS High 7O,OOO-101,OOO 124,000-18B,000 J

$

POLYVINYL ALCOHOL
(water Soluble; Insoluble

HCH in Organic SoIvents)

\ “

e. .

HC—OH

/
HCH

\
HC—OH

/
HCH /

\
HC—OH

/
HCH

\
HC—OH

/
HCH

\
HC—OH

/
HCH

-.
ages for ultra 10W, low,
medium and high viscos-
ity polyvinyl alcohols.
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APPENDIX D: SEMS FOR FABRICS PREPARED WITH VARIOUS POLYVINYL
ALCOHOL (WA) SELECTIVE LAYERS
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Yigure D 1. SEM of 3V0PVA on Kynar 761: carbon sorbent layer with 6% silicone rubber
overcoat. The PVA layer is non-continuous.

Figure D2. SEM of 5% PVA on Kynar 761: carbon sorbent layer with 6% silicone rubber
overcoat. PVA layer thickness -2.5 #m.

D-2
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Fig~e D3e SEM of double 5% PVA on Kynar 761: carbon sorbent layer with 6% silicone rubber
overcoat. PVA layer thickness is -8 pm.

Figure D4. SEM of 8% PVA on Kynar 761: carbon sorbent layer with 6% silicone rubber
overcoat. PVA layer thickness -7 pm.
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APPENDIX E: FABRIC TEST REPORTS
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01/16/96 mliliilil
MUL5R-NELSON RESE~ WC

PERMEATIONTESTREPORT

ASTM F 739-91 (NORMALIZED)

MATERIAL NAME: MTR-1 CHALLENGE CHEMICAL DICHLOROMETHANE
FABRIC LOG OR LOT NO.:
MANUFACTURER MTR RUN NO: PERM4V80

TEST RESULTS I I TEST II TEST ZI TEST 2/ AVERAG~

NORMALIZED (0.1 UGLSQCM/MIN) II 1! 11 1
BREAKTHROUGH TIME, MIN

PERMEATION RATE STEADY 497 I 393 I 432 I 441
STATE MAXIMUM, UG/SQ CM/MIN

THICKNESS, MILS I 101 101 10I 10

WEIGHT, OZ/SQ YD I 5.57 I 5.70 I 5.84 I 5.70

TEST DATE

PRIOR CONDITIONING:
CASNO
CHEMICALSOURCE
CONCENTIWTION
SAMPLINGFREQUENCW
MINIMUMDETECTIONLIMIT
MINIMUMD=ECTABLE RATE
TEMPERATURE
TEST DUFWTION:
METHODMODIFICATION
SPECIMENAREAEXPOSED:

1-16-96
NONE

75-09-2
ALDRICH

100 %
6 MIN

0.16 PPM
.0.056 UGLSQCWMIN

220C
O HOURS

NONE
20.3 SQ. CM

ANALYTICALMETHOD INFRARED
COLLECTIONSYSTEM: OPEN LOOP
COLLECTIONMEDIUMVOLUME NA
CHEMICALSTATE LIQUID
CHEMICALCONTACTWPE CONTINUOUS
COLLECTIONMEDIUM NITROGEN
POSTTEST CONDITON: SLIGHTEXPANSION

CLIENZ MEMBRANETECHNOLOGY& RESEARCH

CONTAC~ DOUGGOITSCHLICH

Q?zJ&’Kd?J_M?--4b
DATE

This data is derived from tests performed in accordance with ASTM F739-91. These tests were performed under laborato~
conditions and not under actual usage conditions. Miller-Nelson Research Inc. makes no warranties concerning
protection by this material and assumes no Iiabitity for use of this matefial with the chemicals tested. The user should
determine the applicability of the conditions when assessing suitability of material for actual anticipated exposure.



01116/96 4!iim!w
MILLER-NELSON RESE~ /NC

PERMEATIONTESTREPORT

ASTM F 739-91 (NORMALIZED)

MATERIAL NAME: MTR-2 CHALLENGE CHEMICAL DICHLOROMETHANE
FABRIC LOG OR LOT NO.:
MANUFACTURER: MTR RUN NO: PERM4W81

TEST RESULTS TEST 11 TEST 21 TEST d AVERAG~

NORMALIZED (0.1 UG/SQ CM/MIN) II 11 II 1
BREAKTHROUGH TIME, MIN

PERMEATION RATE STEADY I 1571 1741 1601 164

STATE MAXIMUM, UG/SQ CM/MIN

THICKNESS, MILS I I 81 8/ 81 . 8

WEIGHT, OZLSQYD I I 6.05 ] 6.09 j 6.25 I 6.13

TEST DA=.
PRIORCONDITIONING:
CAS NO:
CHEMICALSOURCE:
CONCENTRATION:
SAMPLINGFREQUENCY
MINIMUMDETECTIONLIMlfi
MINIMUMDETECTABLERAE
TEMPERATURE
TEST DURATION:
METHODMODIFICATION:
SPECIMENAREAEXPOSED “

1-16-96
NONE

75-09-2
ALDRICH

100 %
6 MIN

0.16 PPM
0.056 UGLSQCWMIN

22 Oc
1 HOURS

NONE
20.3 SQ. CM

ANALYTICALMElliOD INFRARED
COLLECTIONSYSTEM: OPEN LOOP
COLLECTIONMEDIUMVOLUME NA
CHEMICALSTATE LIQUID
CHEMICALCONTACTTYPE CONTINUOUS
COLLECTIONMEDIUM: NITROGEN
POSTlEST CONDITON NO CHANGE

CLIENT MEMBRANETECHNOLOGY& RESEARCH

CONTAC12 DOUGGOITSCHLICH

Qc&%g&& ,.,.,&TE
——

.

This data is derived from tests performed in accordance with ASl%l F739-91. These tests were performed under laboratory
conditions and not under actual usage conditions. Miller-Nelson Research Inc. makes no warranties concerning
protection by this material and assumes no liability for use of this material with the chemicals tested. The user should
determine the applicability of the conditions when assessing suitability of material for actual anticipated exposure.

llillvr-lrl<t}n I{vw.;II”vI1 111(”. = i; I I;lrl.i= (111111.I.Sllilt. (1-[). \ll Illll,l’l-\. ( :,\ ():1()+() 9 l’1l( ,11(. (+():1) ()+7-1.-):)1 /1--:l\ (+()::) ()+7-::: ()()



MIiiii
MlUi97-NELSON RESE~ WC

PERMEATIONTESTREPORT

ASTM F 739-91 (NORMALIZED)

MATERIAL NAME: SARAN CHALLENGE CHEMICAL DICHLOROMETHANE
FABRIC LOG OR LOT NO.:
MANUFACTURER: MTR RUN NO: PERM4U79

PEST RESULTS TEST 11 TEST ~ TEST J AVERAG~

NORMALIZED (0.1 UG/SQ CM/MIN) 41 41 41 4
BREAKTHROUGH TIME, MIN

PERMEATION RATE STEADY ‘-1181 1091 1291 119
STATE MAXIMUM, UG/SQ CM/MIN

IiHICKNESS, MILS 91 91 10 I 91

k-
EIGHT, OZ/SQ YD I I 3.61 I 3.65 I 3.60 I 3.62

———

TEST DATE
PRIORCONDITIONING
CASNO:
.CHEMICALSOURCf2
CONCENTRATION
SAMPLINGFREQUENCY
MINIMUMDETECTIONLIMIT
MINIMUMDETECTABLERATE
TEMPERATURE
TEST DURATION:
METHODMODIFICATION:
SPECIMENAREAEXPOSED

1-16-96
NONE

75-09-2
ALDRICH

100 %
3 MIN

0.16 PPM
0.056 UGLSQCMfMIN

22 Oc
1 HOURS

NONE
20.3 SQ. CM

ANALYTICAL METHOD INFRARED

COLLECTION SYSTEM OPEN LOOP
COLLECTIONMEDIUMVOLUME: NA
CHEMICALSTATE: LIQUID
CHEMICALCONTACTTYPE CONTINUOUS
COLLECTIONMEDIUM. NITROGEN
POSTTEST CONDITON SLIGHTEXPANSION

CLIENT MEMBRANETECHNOLOGY& RESEARCH

CONTAC~ DOUGGOITSCHLICH

This data is derived from tests performed in accordance with ASTM F739-91. These tests were performed under Iaboratow
conditions and not under actual usage conditions. Miller-Nelson Research Inc. makes no warranties concerning
protection by this material and assumes no liability for use of this material with the chemicals tested. The user should
determine the applicability of the conditions when assessing suitability of material for actual anticipated exposure.

\liller-Yt.[s{}fl l{(s~l}il~l.ll 111(.. E :: [ I;lrl.i. ( jIIlrI. .Sllili. ( :-(I. \]t II II I.ll.r. ( :.\ OIi{J+() 9 I>III IIII. (+():;) (AT-I.;.;I /l;:I\ (+();;) f]-t~-:;~[)()
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TR1/Environmental, inc.
9063 Bee Caves Road
Austint Tx 78733
PH 800-880-8378
FX 5122632558

Membrane Technology & Research
1360 Willow Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025

.

Filename: WTO08T04

Standard: ASTM E96-94(lnverted)

Material Log # 96008-128-16

Test Dates: 3/4/96

Analyst

,

WATER VAPOR TRANSMISSIONTEST REPORT

Material Name: MTR -2

Diameter of Sample: 6.25 Centimeters

Area of Sample: 0.00317 Square Meters

‘LmFlllwlEll=lll
o 127.50 128.30 128.03 127.94 0.00

2 127.29 128.08 127.76 127.71 -0.23

3 127.04 127.85 127.53 127.47 -0.47

4 126.86 ~27.68 127.34 127.29 -0.65

5 126.69 127.43 127.11 127.08 -0.87

6 126.58 127.33 126.98 126.96 -0.98

Weight in Grams

Water Vapor Transmission Rate: 54.39 glhlmA2

Comments: See attached graph

Thesedataatede~ fromtestsperfofmed h accordancetiti ASTMSlandafd E 96-94. These tesls were performsd under fabontov condiins and

not under actual usage condticm. 1111Environmcnul, he. makes no wa~nhs w o~er fwamnt- ~n=~n9 P~O!e~~ by his ~~~1 and assume

no Gability forusaof thismsle;al. Theusershoulddeterminetheapplicabifify of lest conditions when assessing suitabifii of matefial for actual anticipated

expc5ure.
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TR1/Environmental, Inc.
9063 Bee Caves Road
Auslin, Tx 78733
PH 800-880-8378
FX 5122632558

Membrane Technology & Research
1360 Willow Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Filename: hVTO08T03

Standard: ASTM E96-94

Material Log # 96008-128-16

Test Dates: ‘314196

cQAmQ
Analyst “*

WATER VAPOR TRANSMISSIONTEST REPORT

Material Name: MTR -2

Diameter of Sample: 6.25 Centimeters

Area of Sample: 0.00317 Square Meters

RmKlllEIKKEi=z
o 127.95 128.46 128.12 128.18 0.00

2 127.78 128.28 127.92 127.99 -0.18

3 127.67 128.08 127.70 127.82 -0.36

4 127.59 127.94 127.59 127.71 -0.47

5 127.48 127.81 J27.52 127.60 -0.57

6 127.40 127.70 127.45 127.52 -0.66

Weight In Grams

Water Vapor Transmission Rate: 36.02 glhlmA2

Comments: See attached graph

Thesedalaarederf.’edfromIestapdonmed In a=dance with ASfM Standard E 96-94. These tesk were performed under fabomtory uand%hs and

not under actual usage condtions. TN Eminxmental. Inc. makes M warranties or other guamntses concerning protection by MS ma,teti and assume

M fiabilii for use of WIS maletiil. The user should determine the appficabilii of teat condiions wisen assessing auitab~i of material for actuaf anticipated

exposure.
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TR1/Environmental, Inc.
9063 Bee Caves Road
Austin, TX 78733
Pi+ 800-880-8378
FX 5122632558

Membrane Technology & Research
1360 Willow Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025

...

Filename: WTO08T01

Standard: ASTM E96-94(lnverted~

Material Log # 96008-128-15

Test Dates: 3/4/96

WATER VAPOR TRANSMISS1ONTEST REPORT

Material Name:

Diameter of Sample:

Area of Sample:

MTR -1

6.25 Centimeters

0.00317 Square Meters “

mmEaEIEam”
o 128.78 128.44 I 128.23 128.48 0.00
7 128.48 128.20 I 128.00 128.23 -0.26

II 3 I 128.28 I 128.01 I 127.82 I 128.04 I -0.45 II
4 128.10 127.86 127.66 127.87 -0.61
5 127.90 ~27-69 127.47 127.69 -0.80

I 6 I 127.81 I 127.60 I 127.40 I 127.60 I -0.88

Weight in Grsms

Water Vapor Transmission Rate: 48.54 glhlmA2

Comments: See attached graph

These data are derived fmm tes~ psrfommd in accordance v.M ASN4 Slandard E 9594. These tests were performed under fabwatofy cwsdtions and

MI under actual usage conditions. TN Em+onmental. inc. makea no wrmnties or olher guarantees cenceming pmteclbn by this maletial and assume

no Gabif%yfor use of Wi ma!efial The user should detmrnine the appficabiii d lest oandtions tien assessingSu--bilii of materialfw actualanticipated

ewmsure.
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TR1/Environmental, Inc.
9063 Bee Caves Road
Austin, TX 78733
PH 800-880-8378
FX 5122632558

Membrane Technology & Research
1360 Willow Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025 “

Filename: VVTO08T01

Standard: ASTM E96-94

Material Log #: 96008-128-15

Test Dates: 314196

Analyst
u

w

WATER VAPOR TRANSMI!XION TEST REPORT

iiMaterial ame:

Diameter of Sample:

Area of sample:

MTR -1

6.25 Centimeters

0.00317 Square Meters

11--=lmJTl_=mmml===ll
1.l@@_ll.J&!@dwwwwei9ht ‘O’s

o 128.49 128.81 128.52 128.61 0.00

2 128.31 128.66 128.32 128.43 -0.18
3 128.17 128.52 128.19 128.29 -0.31

4 128.08 128.40 128.07 128.18 -0.42
5 127.97 128.31 127.95 128.08 -0.53

6 f127.85 128.21 127.86 127.97 -0.63

Weight In Grams

Water Vapor Transmission Rate: 33.99 glhlmA2

Comments: See attached graph

These data am. ddved from tests petiormed in accordance with ASTM Standard E s6.94. llese tests were preformed un&er Iabontory .wndbs and

net under actual usage wndtis. TN Emimnmental, Inc. makes no wmmlies IX ciher guamntees concerning pmbctkn by this matefial and assume

no liability for use of th;s mate&f. The user should delenn!ne the applkabllii of test conditions when assessing suitabilii of maletil for actual anticipated

exposure.
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TRl/ENVIRONMENTAL,INC.
A Texas Research International Company

TEXTILE TEST RESULTS
Membrane Technology & Research

Project #: 96008

Hydrostatic Resistance (FTMS 5512)

TEST REPLICATENUMBER
r 12345

Material: MTR-I, before abrasion

Hydrostatic Resistance (psi) 85 85 86 83 85

Material: MTR-1, after abrasion

Hydrostatic ResisIanu (psi) 82 85 82 82 83

P.o. #: 0014754

tEAN STD PROJECT SPEC,

~[ 1 WA

yl 1 NIA

~%tiange afterabrasion

IMaterial: MTR-2, before abrasion
I

Hydrostatic Resistance (psi) 115 110 112 112 113 I mz NtA

Material: MTR-2, after abrasion

Hydrostatic Resistance (psi) 110 109 110 108 109
I DCll WA

I I

~%dangeafterab.sion

The testing herein is based upon accepted industry practice as well as the test method listed.

TN neither accepts responsibilityfor nor makes claim as to the finat use and purpose of the material.

OW’2 n~o r%,fic r%+ . AI ,.ti~ TY 7R733-6701 . (517) 763.?101 . FAX 2(33-2558 .1 -8tX1-880-l_.~.s.T



LABORATORY ANALYSISREPORT

STRENGTH AND ELONGATION - GRAB METHOD

TR1/Environmental, Inc. METHOD I-T MS 5100

9063 Bee Cave Rd. LOG NO. 96008-128-15

Austin, TX 78733 DATE 1-24-95
MATERIAL MTR-1

Membrane Technology & Research (yellow)

1360 Willow Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025

*SAMPLE
NUMBER LOAD (lb)

Ml 109.27
M2 107.09
M3 104.21
M4 108.89
M5 111.49

AVG 108.19
STD 2.43

XM1 84.95
XM2 79.57
XM3 76.67
XM4 75.52
XM5 79.09

AVG 79.16
STD 3.26

●M denotes machine direction SafTI@f2

XM denotes cross machine direction sample.



LABORATORY ANALYSISREPORT

STRENGTH AND ELONGATION - GRAB METHOD

TR1/Environmental, inc.
9063 Bee Cave Rd.
Austin, TX 78733

Membrane Technology & Research
1360 Willow Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025

ANALYST
*

*SAMPLE
NUMBER LOAD (lb)

Ml 114.68
M2 127.25
M3 135.48
M4 113.22
M5 104.80

AVG 119.08
STD 10.89

XM1 99.41

XM2 123.79
XM3 114.95
XM4 118.18
XM5 105.53

AVG 112.37
STD 8.78

“M denotes machine direction sample.

XM denotes cross machine direction sample.



LABORATORY ANALYSIS

FLEX DURABILITY

TR1/Environmental, Inc.
9063 Bee Cave Road
Austin, Texas 78733-6201

Membrane Technology & Research
1360 Willow Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025

REPORT

METHOD NO. ASTM F392
JOB NO. 96008

LOG NO. 96008-128-15

DATE 319195

MATERIAL MTR- 1

.

Analys~

*Sample full flexed for 1 hour.( 2700 cycles)

Pinholes On
Pinholes 48 Sq In

Sample On Unflexed Of Flexed

Number Control Sample

Ml o 8

M2 o 5

M3 o 0
M4 o 2

Avg: o 4

Std.Dev: o 3

XM1 o 0
XM2 o“ 3

XM3 1 4

XM4 o 0
Avg: o 2

Std.Dev: o 2

MD signifies machine direction sample
XM signifies cross machine direction sample

●Samples were tested per Condition A.
4.3.1 The various conditions described in this procedure are to prevent testing a structure
under conditions that either give too many holes to effectively count and be significant
(normally greater than 50), or too few to be significant (normally less than five per sample).
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LABORATORY ANALYSISREPORT

FLEX DURABILITY

TR1/Environmental, Inc.
9063 Bee Cave Road
Austin, Texas 78733-6201

Membrane Technology & Research
1360 Willow Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025

METHOD NO. ASTM F392

JOB NO. 96008
LOG NO. 96008-128-16

DATE 319195

MATERIAL MTR- 2

Analyst

*Sample full flexed for 1 hour.( 2700 cycles)

Pinholes On
Pinholes 48 Sq In

Sample On Unflexed Of Flexed

Number Control Sample

Ml o 0
M2 o 0
M3 o 3

M4 o 1

Avg: o 1“

Std.De;: o 1
XM1 o 1
XM2 o 0
XM3 o 2

XM4 o 0
Avg: o 1

Std.Dev: o 1

MD signifies machine direction sample
XM signifies cross machine direction sample

●Samples were tested per Condition A.
4.3.1 The various conditions described in this procedure are to prevent testing a structure
under conditions that either give too many holes to effectively count and be significant
(normally greater than 50), or too few to be significant (normally less than five per sample).



LABORATORY ANALYSISREPORT

ELMENDORF TEAR STRENGTH

TR1/Environmental, Inc. Method No. ASTM D1424

9063 Bee Cave Rd. Job No. 96008

Austin, TX 78733 Log No. 96008-128-15

Date 3/1 2/96

Membrane Technology & Research Material MTR- 1

1360 Willow Road I I II

Menlo Park, CA 94025

+
c

●Sample Tear

Number Strenqth (g)

MD1 1408

MD2 1216
MD3 1472
MD4 1280
MD5 1472

Avg 1370
Std Dev 104

XM1 1856

XM2 1920
XM3 1920

XM4 1728
XM5 1792 “

Avg 1843
Std Dev 75

●MD denotes machine direction sample; XM denotes cross machine direction sample.

These tests were performed by an outside independent laboratory.

-------- .- - ., - .,.........— .. -.,-—,--- - - ..- ..--——. =—- , -. -—-- . ..— - - - .,



LABORATORY ANALYSISREPORT

ELMENDORF TEAR STRENGTH

TR1/Environmental, Inc.
9063 Bee Cave Rd.
Austin, TX 78733

Membrane Technology & Research

Method No. ASTM D 1424

Job No. 96008

Log No. 96008-128-16

Date 3/1 2/96

1Material MTR- 2

1360 Willow Road ~
Menlo Park, CA 94025

+
c

-
MD1 1024
MD2 1024

MD3 1024

MD4 896

MD5 896

===!
XM1 2752

XM2 1984

XM3 1664

XM4 2368

XM5 2752

●MD denotes machine direction sample; XM denotes cross machine direction sampie.

l%ese testswereperformedby an outside independent laboratory.
.



APPENDIX F: SUIT EVALUATION REPORTS
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ArthhmD Little Evaluation of the
Thermal
Characteristics of
Four Haz-mat Suits

Final Test Report

Prepared for:
Membrane Technology &
Research Inc.

February 27,1996

Arthur D. Little, Inc.

Acorn Park

Cambridge, Massachusetts

02140-2390

Reference 57884
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Objective and Scope

Arthur D. Little, Inc., under contract from Membrane Technology&Research Inc. was
tasked to evaluate the insulation (c1o) and moisture permeability (i~ characteristics of
four I&z-mat suits; two which have been fabricated by Membrane Technology, the
other wo by commercial manufacturers.

Test Items

Weight Average Thickness
Suit (Ibs) (miIs)

MTR-1 1.248 12

MTR-2 1.332 9

Saran 0.872 9

Tyvek 0.314 6

The undergarments consisted of jockey shorts, tee shirt, and cotton socks. Also included
for each test were neoprene gloves and typical work boots. All measurements were
taken with the manikin’s hair in place on the head. The hoods provided with the
HaZ-mat suits were run in the up position.

Approach

Heat loss can be measured using a life-sized, heated, thermal manikin with thermally
isolated sectional body heaters, controllers, and temperature sensors. Such heat loss can
be ‘measuredwith the manikin’s skin “dry;’ to determine convection and mdiation heat
loss, or “wet” for measurement of sweat evaporative cooling. Both dry and wet
measurements must be made under closely controlled ambient environmental conditions
of air (and radiant) temperature and humidity.

Test Apparatus

The Heated Copper Manikin
Thermal characteristics of the suits were measured using a life-sized, copper manikin.
The manikin is typically used to measure the insulation (cIo) against heat loss of
clothing systems, or components thereof. The method is described in ASTM Standard
Method F1291. Briefly, a thermal manikin is an instrument that is equipped with heaters
and thermal sensors, in or under its copper skin The temperature of each section of a
“sectional” manikin can be set, by that section’s control, to maintain a constant skin
temperature.

Arthm K?L-He



The Climate Controlled Test Chamber
The manikin is maintained inside an 11 x 14 foot chamber in which the temperature and
humidity are controlled to meet the specific req~iements of the test. The conditioned air
enters the room approximately seven feet from the front side of the manikin. The air
velocity at the manikin can be adjusted from 0.5 to approximately 20 miles per hour.

Test Measurements

The thermal effects of clothing on its wearer can be readily characterized by two key
heat transfer characteristics:

1. the convective and radiant heat transfer from the body, when wearing clothing; this
is most easily understood when expressed in “cIo” unhs of thermal insulation around
the body, and

2. the evaporative heat transfer from a sweating body, when wearing clothing; this is
most easily understood when expressed as the “permeability index” (i~, since the
“permeability index ratio” (i~clo) directly expresses the maximum attainable
percentage of the evaporative cooling available in any given environment.

Measurement of Thermal Insulation
To measure the insulation covering any given manikin section, the normal temperature
for that section is used as a setpoin~ e.g., the temperature of a human torso is usually
about 33”C. At equilibrium (i.e., after coming into a steady state of thermal balance) the
amount of heat required by the heaters of a given section, to precisely maintain this
setpoint temperature, is exactly equal to the heat lost from the section. This measured
non-evaporative heat loss is a direct result of two factors:

1. ‘the overall average insulation around that section of the body; and

2. the difference between the dry, skin surface temperature and the air temperature.

Thus, to calculate the insulation around the body, the manikin must be operated in a
climatic chamber set at a specified, and constant, air temperature.

Measurement of Moisture PenneabiliQ
The skin must b wetted to measure the “evaporative” heat loss from a given section.
The manikin’s cotton skin is initially sprayed with water at approximately 36”C, the
temperature at which human skin produces sweat until the skin is saturated. Then the
manikin is dressed with the standard undergarment and the suit to be tested. Rewetting,
which may be,required because of drying of the wetted skin, is indicated by a fall in the
measured permeability index value from one mn to the next. Rewetting is accomplished
by removing the suit or, preferably when possible, opening and inserting the water spray

2



nozzle against the skin under the suit. After the added water is heated to the setpoint
skin temperature, a steady state, evaporative heat 10SSCm be achieved. Th.isheat 10SS .
must be replaced by the heaters to maintain the setpoint skin temperature. The electrical
energy required to maintain setpoint temperature is exactly equal to the sum of the,
previously measured, non-evaporative heat loss plus the evaporative heat loss. Steady
state heat loss must be measured before the skin begins to dry out. The measured
“evaporative” heat loss is also a function of two factors:

1. the overall average moisture permeability of the insulation around that section of the
body; and

2. the difference between the vapor pressure at the wet skin and the vapor pressure of
the ambient air.

Maximum Heat Loss
In summary, by measuring the amount of heat (in the form of electrical energy) that
must be put into the manikin to maintain sectional temperatures at preset values, one can
calculate (1) the thermal insulation (cIo), when the skin is dry, and (2) the moisture “
permeability (i~, when the skin is weti for any covering (including the trapped and
surface air layers) over any section of the manikin. The manikin has 15, independently
heated, thermostated and measured areas. In the present study, the data from the foot
section was excluded.

Climate Conditions Used
The chamber conditioner was set to produce an air temperature of 20”C and 50% RH.
These environmental conditions have been shown, in previous tests, to best differentiate
heat loss between Haz-mat suit wpes. Air speed was set at 1.5 mph.

Definition of Collected and Calculated Vahles

The comfort characteristics measured included the overall effective insulation (c1o) and
the moisture permeability (Q.

Insulation Values (c1o)
The insulation (c1o)added by a garment to the body allows direct calculations of the
heat that can be transfemed between the dry body and the ambient air. One CIOunit of
insulation is approximately equal to the intrinsic insulation of a man’s suit of winter
weight. One equates to a heat loss for an average adult man (with 1.8 mzof body surface
area) of 10 kcal per hour for each ‘C difference between his skin temperature (usually
about 33°C for comfort; about 36°C when hot and sweaty) and the ambient air
temperature.
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Moisture Permeability (iJ
The moisture vapor permeability index (im)is a dimensiordess value that represents the
relative ease with which moisture vapor can pass through the garment/item. The scale is
from zero to one; an imvalue of zero indicates zero permeability for moisture vapor, as
would be found in a closely fitting, sealed, rubber suit. An i=value of one indicates no
hindrance to moisture vapor loss; moisture can evaporate at the maximum rate for the
given environment, i.e., a rate equivalent to that from the wet bulb of a ventilated wet
bulb thermometer. An i. measurement from a garment is an “effective” value that
indicates the loss of moisture into the air spaces inside the garmen~ and then from any
gaps between the suit and the body, as well as permeation through the suit.

Permeability Index Ratio (iJclo)
The permeability index ratio (i#clo) simply combines the thermal insulation and
moisture permeability. It numerically represents that percentage of the maximum
evaporative cooling power, available in a given environmental combination of air
temperature and relative humidity, that can be obtained by the wearer of that clothing
item or ensemble. An imof 0.20 means that the item limits evaporative cooling to 20% of
the total evaporative cooling available in any given environment. The overall
permeability index ratio (i~cIo) of 0.20 means that the item limits evaporative cooling to
20% of the total evaporative cooling available in any given environment. The overall
permeability index ratio (i./c1o)can be crdculated for the body for each suit for the
various body sections. Whenever the human body has to depend on sweat evaporation
for regulation of body temperature, this ratio (i~clo) is the key wdue indication the
body’s capacity to get cooling by evaporative heat transfer from the body, through the
protective suit or any uncovered are% to the environment.

A difference of 0.01(i~clo) between clothing items maybe subjectively perceivable
under ideal test conditions, but is highly unlikely to produce measurable differences in
such physiological responses as heart rate, sweat rate, skin or deep body temperature.
Generally, differences of 0.05 (i~/clo) are easily sensed and produce measurable
differences in physiological response, during exposures to mild heat stress, where body
temperature regulation depends on sweat evaporative cooling.

Results

Baseline meas~ements for the nude manikin are shown in Table I. The insulation and
moisture permeabili~ data summarized for the four suits are presented in Table 2 and
Charts 1 through 3. In all cases, six consecutive values were measured and a mean and
standard deviation were calculated.
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Table 2.

— — —— . .
Membrane Technoloa v Haz-mat Suit Test Results

Manikin MTR-I Suit
Section

Head
Torso
Arm
Fore-Arm
Hand
Thigh
Calf

Overall

- Clo $ irn

0.89 0.31
1.31 0.19
1.31 O*15
0.97 0.15
0.82 0.13
1.17 0.17
1.15 0.23

1.16 0.20

Imlclo

0.35
0.14
0.11
0.16
0.16
0.14
0.20

0.17

J%edicted Heat loss of SII its [k-cd)

MTR-1 Suit
75F 50%rh 85F 50%rh 95F 50%rh

Dry 96 48 0
Sweating 125 108 87
Total 221 154 87

,.

MTR-2 Suit
Clo im imlclo

0.87 0.30 0.34
1.20 0.20 0.17
1.36 0.17 0.13
0.97 0.13 0.13
0.73 0.08 0.11
1.09 0.16 0.14
1.10 0.18 0.17

1.10 0.18 0.16

MTR-2 suit
75F 50%rh 85F 50%rh 95F 50%rh

101 50 0
119 101 83
220 151 83

Saran Suit Tyvek Suit
Clo im imlclo Clo im imlc[o

0.88 0.24 0.27 0.84 0.35 0.42
1,25 0.16 0.12 1.19 0.24 0.21
1.41 0.10 0.07 1.29 0.24 0.18
0.96 0.12 0.12 0.95 0.26 0.27
0.70 0.10 0.14 0.70 0.16 0.22
1.16 0.13 0.11 1.14 0.24 0.21
1.12 0.18 0.16 1.09 0.30 0.28

.
1.14 0.16 0.14 1.10 0.28 0.24

Saran Suit Tyvek Suit
75F 50%rh 85F 50%rh 95F 50%rh 75F 50%rh 85F 50%rh 95F 50%rh I

97 49 0 101 50 o\
102 86 71 172 146 120 ~
199 135 71 273 196 120 ,

,,
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Table 1.

MembraneTechnoloav Haz-matSuitTest Results

Manikin
Section

Head
Torso
Arm
Fore-Arm
Hand
Thigh
Calf
Foot

Overall

Nude Baseline (with hair) Undergarment Baseiine

Cio Cio

0.67 0.67

0.46 0.94
0.45 0.69
0.41 0.41
0.36 0.35
0.44 0.49

0.52 0.61

0.48 0.78

0.47 0.66
.

. .
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Chart 1.

Insulation (cIo) of 4 Haz-mat Suits

1,6-

1.4-

1.2

0.6

0.4

0.2

0

nQ MTR1

E MTR2

u❑Saran

EITyvek



!4
o

—*y??..,A.@>,+.,
. ..Y.W.. x.x.
:#&;$+jby.Yl>::*

8
0

o

0
8
0

- .. —. n—~, . . .._ —— .—- .— -----— -



Chart 3.

Permeability Index Ratio (lm/clo)
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Ewduation of Heat Stress Associated with Haz-mat Suits

Prepared for
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by
Byron W. Jones
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Background Information

This report summarizes computer modeling of heat stress that results from weting four different,,.,
HaZ-mat suits each consisting of a coverall with an attached hood. The coveralls were identified “
by MTR as follows

m-l
MTR-2
Saranex on Tyvek
T~ek

Thermal manikin data collected by A-thur D. Little, Inc. were provided by MTR to characterize
the thermal insulation and water vapor permeability of the coveralls. The suits were constructed
by MTR from the same pattern and to the extent possible were identical in geomet~ except for
the differences in materials from which they were constructed. The manikin tests were conducted
with the suits worn over jockey shorts, a T-shirt, and socks. The manikin wore work boots and
neoprene gloves and the hood was in the raised and closed position for all tests.

Computer model runs were conducted with the KSU segmented-two node model of the human
body. This model is a transient thermal model of the human body-clothing system. It is described
in the references listed at the end of this report. The model allows ve~ detailed clothing
descriptions to be reflected in the modeling. These descriptions include the coverage Wj layering
of each garment on the body and the tightness of fit of each garment. Also the thickness, thermal
insulation, water vapor perrneabfity, moisture adsorbtance, thermal capacitance, and density of
each material in the clothing maybe specified. The activity of the person is specfied as a work
rate and the environment is specified according to air temperature, humidity, thermal radiation,
and air velocity. The model calculates the transient heat exchange with the environment and the
transient thermal response of the body including the thennai regulato~ mechanisms of
vasodilatation and sweating. For the purpose of this evaluatio~ the net heat gain of the body was
used as a measure of the heat load imposed on the wearer. This net heat gain is reflected in the
rise in average body temperature, Two levels of heat stress are indicated. The first level is the
voluntruy tolerance limit (VTL). The VTL is the point at which atypical motivated individual will
request to stop the activity. The second level is the extreme danger point. At this point, heat
stroke and death are a real possibfity. It should be realized that there are tremendous ~
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physiological and psychological variations horn individual to individual. Some people will
voluntarily work to the point of heat stroke while others will refhse fufiher work at the fist onset
of heat stress. LAewke, a well acclimatized and physically fit individual will tolerate the physical
rigors of heat stress fu better than the unfit, unacclimatized individual. While the model gives
results that are a good indication of how a typical person will respond and are very usefid for
comparing the impact of differences in clothing on heat stress, care should be exercised in
attempting to apply the predictions to a specific individual in a specific situation.

C1othing and Fabric Data FiIes

& extensive data base of fabrics, garments, and clothing ensembles is maintained for use with
the model. This data base includes over 40 ensembles and the garments and fabrics/materials
represented in those ensembles. The properties and geometries of the undergarments, boots and
gloves were obtained from garments and materia!s in the database and were used with all four
coveralls. Ideally, the exact geometries and material properties for each coverall would have been
measured. The geometry idormation needed includes the coverage of each body part and the air
spaces that exist between the coverall and the skin or undergarments for each part of the body.
The material information needed includes the thermal resistance, the water vapor permeability, the
thickness, the density, the moisture regain characteristic curve (or fiber content if made of
standard fibers), and the thermal capacitance. The thermal manikin measurements describe the
steady state heat and moisture characteristics of the clothing as a whole and do not provide these
detailed data. Thus, some means to use the manikin data, and other informatio~ to accurately
estimate clothing geometry and key material properties was required.

Hooded coveralls in the database were used to establish the coverage of each body part by the
coveralls. Whh a relatively “t~” single layer garment such as the Haz-mat suits, the thickness of
the air layer between the coverall and body has more impact on the them-ml insulation that the suit
creates than does the actual thermal resistance of the coverall material. The thickness of this air
layer was determined by setting the thermal resistance of the coverall material to a typical value
for this type of materi~ and then adjusting the air layer by trial-and-error to achieve a heat loss
predicted by the model in steady state that was consistent with the thermal insulation measured
with the thermal manikin. This air layer thickness was then used for all four coveralls. The
thermal resistance of each coverall material was then adjusted to account for the smaUdifferences
in overall thermal insulation (cIo) measured on the manikin. This adjustment too was a trial-and-
error process. The evaporative resistance (a measure proportional to the inverse of the water
vapor permeance) of each coverall material was then adjusted to provide heat loss by moisture
evaporation in steady state consistent with the permeability (id measurements on the manikin.
As above, this process was accomplished by trial-and-error. The sweating mechanism in the
model was overridden for the above work to correctly simulate the conditions generated by the
thermal manikin. When determining the air layer thickness and the thermal resistance, no
sweating or moisture permeation through the skin was allowed. When determining the
evaporative resistance, sufficient sweat was secreted to maintain the skin in a water saturated
state.
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The thickness of each coverall material was specified by MTR. The density and thermal
capacitance have little impact on the results for the simulations conducted and typical values from
the data base were used. Anon-hydroscopic mois~re regain curve was used for all four coverall
rnaterkds. The actwd clothing data files used in the evaluations are included in Appendix 1.
These ii.lesare rather comple~ and are included primarily
reproduced at a fhture time should that be necessary.

to allow the simulations to be faitffilly

Environment and Activity

Two different activity levels specified by MTR were used in the simulations:

Light-Moderate 4 kcalhn.in
Heavy 7 kcalhnin

Three diffe;ent environments specified by MTR were used:

900F air temperature and 40% relative humidity
900F air temperature and 90% relative humidity
700F air temperature and 40% relative humidity

The person was in direct sunlight and there was minimal air motion in all cases. The actual input
files are included in Append~ 2 for documentation purposes. The model requires the inputs to be
specified in S1units and the effect of sufight is specified as an equivalent radiant temperature of
the environment.

Results

There were a total of 24 combinations of coveralls, activities, and environments. The results are
presented in graphical form in the following six charts. In additio~ tabulated model output is
presented in Appendix 3.
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References for Additional Information on Model
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Loads Generated by People,” ASHRAE Transactions, VO1.100, Part. 2, 1994.

B.W. Jones and Y. Ogaw~ “Transient Response of the Human-Clothing System, Journal
of Thermal Biology, Vol. 18, No. 5/6, 1993.

B.W. Jones and Y. Ogawa, “Transient Interaction Beween the Human Body and the
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“E.A McCullough, B.W. Jones, and T. Tamura, “A Data Base for Determining the
Evaporative Resistance of Clothing,” ASHME Transactions, Vol. 95, Part 2, 1989.
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