February 15, 2008, Page 1 of 3

Date:  February 15, 2008
Comments submitted by: 
Alfred T. Hodgson

Research Director

Berkeley Analytical Associates, LLC

815 Harbour Way South, Unit 6

Richmond, CA 94804
Attachment 1. Modified Regulatory Language for 15-Day Public Comment Period January 31, 2008 –February 15 2008

Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Reduce Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products
93120.1 (a) (25):  Question – Are manufacturers of engineered flooring products that contain a composite wood base material considered to be fabricators of laminated products?

93120.7 (d):  Question – If a fabricator’s entire production of a product or product line is made in compliance with the ATCM regulation and records are maintained to demonstrate compliance, is the fabricator still required to individually label each piece and/or shipping box? 
93120.9 (a) (2):  Comment – Inclusion of the Secondary Method as specified in ASTM 
D 6007-02 provides a potentially viable pathway to quickly develop the testing capabilities needed to support the ATCM.  However, we believe that certain details of how the Secondary Method is to be validated and implemented should be modified to make this pathway more competitive.  
(A) The requirement to cut nine specimens evenly distributed over a panel and to test these in groups of three may lead to biased results and may not be necessary.  For large throughput, small-scale chambers of approximately 50 to 100-L volume are ideal.  The requirement for three pieces to be placed in each chamber results in small specimen sizes to achieve the required loading ratios.  For example if a 100-L chamber is used, the required sizes for each of 9 square specimens are 11.9 by 11.9 cm (~4.7 by 4.7 in) for PB and HWPW and 9.4 by 9.4 cm (~3.7 by 3.7 in) for MDF.  Compared to single specimens with the equivalent surface area (20.6 by 20.6 cm and 16.2 by 16.2 cm, respectively), there are about a factor of two additional product edge areas that must be sealed.  Depending upon the effectiveness of edge sealing, the additional edge areas may lead to increased bias.  Nine specimens and even three individual tests may, in fact, not be necessary.  One set of industry data we have seen, in which there were 24 separate E 1333 and D 6007 comparison tests with only one D 6007 test of a single piece for each E 1333 test, showed the average difference to be about 0.012 ppm.  
Recommendation – We recommend that the requirement be amended to allow D 6007 testing in triplicate using single specimens randomly selected from a panel.  Further, we recommend that the Certifier be allowed to require less than three individual tests per panel if analysis of the validation data for the Secondary Method shows acceptable agreement can be obtained using fewer D 6007 replicate tests of single specimens.  
(B) The requirement for annual validation of the Secondary Method is excessive.  A primary source of uncertainty in comparing the two methods is the heterogeneity of the panels, which is not expected to change over time.  Further, an understanding of the bias and uncertainty inherent in the Primary Method E 1333 is essential to the validation procedure.  
Recommendation – We recommend that the validation of the Secondary Method be conducted once every two or three years unless a significant detail of the Secondary Method is changed (e.g., switching to a different analytical method or chamber size).  If such a change is proposed, the laboratory should be required to perform validation tests before being allowed to use the modified method.  We also recommend that any existing data on the bias and uncertainty of the Primary Method be published as an appendix to the ATCM.  
93120.9 (a) & (b):  Recommendation – To establish the credibility of the ATCM’s enforcement function, the ARB and local air district laboratories performing the enforcement tests should meet the same requirements as the laboratories performing Primary or Secondary Method testing including accreditation (ILAC, 2000), validation of Secondary Methods, and participation in interlaboratory studies.  The enforcement test method(s) should be defined and verified prior to implementation of the ATCM as deconstruction of finished goods to determine if core materials meet the ATCM requirements is likely a difficult task subject to considerable uncertainty.  The ARB should support research for development of valid enforcement test methods if such methods are not currently available.  
Appendix 3 (b) (1) (F):  Comment – Often laboratory accreditation is valid for a two year period with a requirement for an annual audit by the accreditation body.  From our experience, careful planning and great attention to detail are required in order to conduct successful interlaboratory studies.  These studies also consume considerable amounts of time and resources.  The requirement for participation in some interlaboratory studies is reasonable.  However, such studies cannot be approached casually.  It is better to focus efforts on a few quality studies.  
Recommendation – The requirement should be modified to state that each laboratory shall maintain a valid accreditation for the relevant methods.  The responsibility for interlaboratory studies should be formalized by identifying a lead organization responsible for planning, coordination, implementation, data analysis and reporting.  The requirement should be scaled back to participation in a single interlaboratory study every two or three years.  The requirement for biennial participation in an interlaboratory study for each test method and each wood product type should be removed.  
Appendix 3 (d) (3):  Comment – The wording of this requirement is unclear.  We assume this and the following sub clauses do NOT mean that the certifier must witness every test conducted at a contract laboratory conducting Primary and Secondary Method tests.  Also, since laboratories are required to be accredited to international quality standards, close oversight is not necessary.  
Recommendation – The wording should be revised to state that “The third party certifier shall, at its own discretion, have the right to witness any and all parts of tests conducted at a laboratory under contract to the certifier for performance Primary and Secondary Method tests.” 
Attachment 2, Supplemental Analysis Supporting the Test for Demonstrating Equivalence between Primary and Secondary Methods for Measuring Formaldehyde Emissions from Composite Wood Products:  Comment – This attachment is a scholarly presentation of a somewhat unconventional statistical technique.  Many readers may have difficulty following the development of the technique.  
Recommendation – This attachment should be treated as an academic article in order to establish its credibility.  The author(s) should be identified, appropriate references to statistical texts and journal articles should be added, and the article should be subjected to review by peers.  
