Clerk of the Board

California Air Resources Board

1001 I Street

Sacramento, California 95814

http://www.arb.ca.gov/lispub/comm/bclist.php
Attached for filing in connection with the September 27, 2007 ARB Hearing To Consider Adoption of A Regulation To Limit Ozone Emissions From Indoor Air Cleaning Devices, please find approximately six hundred and twenty-six (626) letters submitted to the CCFC from California consumers, consumers with California family and friends, and those who travel to California frequently on business or for vacations, or both.

All of these letters support the adoption of reasonable and common sense regulation that preserves a consumer’s freedom of choice to select from the widest variety of safe and viable air cleaning product and technology solutions for themselves and their families in all indoor environments (personal, home, business, employment, school, healthcare, recreational, travel, other) from both known and unknown forms of indoor pollution & contamination: airborne, surface, or other sources for microbial contamination.

Due to privacy concerns expressed over outside third parties capturing their complete address information, street addresses have been removed.  However, full addresses can be made available upon request to the ARB by non-electronic means.
Sincerely,
Greg Montoya
Greg Montoya, Chairman

California Consumers for Freedom of Choice

2631 Acuna Court

Carlsbad, California  92009

Telephone:  (888) 218-4608
Greg Gust
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Brayton, LA 50042

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Greg Gust
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda  Abramson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fergus Falls, MN 56537

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda  Abramson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Zara Akopyan
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
glendale, CA 91206

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Zara Akopyan
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Anthony Albano
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Winter Haven , FL 33884

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Anthony Albano
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Scott Albrecht
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sparks, NV 89434

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Scott Albrecht
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

John Albright
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fairlawn, Ohio 44333

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

John Albright
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lori Aldape
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Manton, Mi. 49663

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lori Aldape
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

KELLIE ALDERTON
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
NEW LENOX, IL 60451

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

KELLIE ALDERTON
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Joseph Amendola
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Carlsbad, CA 92010

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Joseph Amendola
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Deena Amundson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Clarkston , WA 99403

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Deena Amundson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Tony Amundson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Clarkston , WA 99403

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 9 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Tony Amundson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Luz Ancheta
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Canyon Country, CA 91387

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Luz Ancheta
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lydia Anderson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Loganville, Ga 30052

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lydia Anderson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Michael  Anderson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Weed, CA 96094

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Michael  Anderson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sally Andreatta
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Corona, CA 92882

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sally Andreatta
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Wilfredo Andres
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Jose, CA  95148

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Wilfredo Andres
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Philip Anoff
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Charlotte, NC 28211

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Philip Anoff
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Carol Anthony
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
woodland Hills, CA 91364

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Carol Anthony
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sandi Anthony
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Hemet, CA 92545

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sandi Anthony
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Celia L  Arenal
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Brownsville, CA 78526

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Celia L  Arenal
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Mark Arnold
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Exeter, CA 93221

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Mark Arnold
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Joseph Arthur
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
palm bay, FL 32908

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Joseph Arthur
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Judith Ashton
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Aptos, CA 95003

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Judith Ashton
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Nate  Austin
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Dayton, OH 45424

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Nate  Austin
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jeanine Baberadt
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Manchester, NH 3103

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jeanine Baberadt
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Steven Baffa
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, CA 92126

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Steven Baffa
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jason Bailey
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
miami, fl 33015

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jason Bailey
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Cheryle Bales
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Joplin, Mo 64801

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Cheryle Bales
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dale Ballard
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Kennewick, CA 99337

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dale Ballard
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Amy Bandy
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
pine island, mn 55963

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Amy Bandy
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Brandi Bannon
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Newark, DE 19711

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Brandi Bannon
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Amica Barcello
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, CA 92128

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Amica Barcello
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robert Barchard
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Northridge, CA. 91326

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robert Barchard
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dave Barhite
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Wheat Ridge, co 80033

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dave Barhite
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rebecca Barnes
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rosemead, CA 91770-4347

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rebecca Barnes
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Victor Barousse
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Valrico, FL 33594

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Victor Barousse
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Bulent Bas
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, CA 92117

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Bulent Bas
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Gretchen  Bashaw
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Oceanside, CA 92056

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Gretchen  Bashaw
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

James Baxley
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Montgomery, TX 77356

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

James Baxley
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

GLORIA BAYER 
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Chagrin Falls, Oh 44022

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

GLORIA BAYER 
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Al & Nancy Beatty
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Ludowici, Ga 31316

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Al & Nancy Beatty
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

HEIKE BEAUCHAINE
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
TULARE, CA 93274

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

HEIKE BEAUCHAINE
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Kenneth Bebb
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, Ca 92105

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Kenneth Bebb
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jerald Begler
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Broomfield, CO 80020

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jerald Begler
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Diana Behm
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Littleton, CO 80128

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Diana Behm
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dennis  Bejar
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
El Cajon, Ca. 92019

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dennis  Bejar
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Barbara Bellanova
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Murrieta, CA 92562

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Barbara Bellanova
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda Beltz
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Decatur, IL 62522

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda Beltz
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jon Bender
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Morrisville, NC 27560

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jon Bender
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Gary Biazzo
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Oregon City, OR 97045

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Gary Biazzo
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Willfred  F. Bigott
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Kerrville, Tx 78028

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 9 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Willfred  F. Bigott
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Moin Bijlikhan
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Carrollton, TX 75007

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Moin Bijlikhan
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robert Bitler
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Abingdon, VA 24211

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robert Bitler
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rick Black
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
La Mesa, CA 91941

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rick Black
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Art Blades
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
White Salmon, CA 98672

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Art Blades
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Bettie Blecke
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bloomingdale, CA 60108

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Bettie Blecke
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ted Bodensteiner
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fort Dodge, IA 50501

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ted Bodensteiner
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jim Bogul
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Hudson, FL 34667

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jim Bogul
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Steven Bollinger
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Escondido, CA 92046

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Steven Bollinger
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Stephen Bone
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Mobile, Al 36619

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Stephen Bone
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Richardd Borders
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Chillicothe, OH 45601

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Richardd Borders
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Wayne Boring
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bremond, TX 76629

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Wayne Boring
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

MARSHAL BOSLOW
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
HUNTINGTON BEACH, CA 92646

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

MARSHAL BOSLOW
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

C W Boykin
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sumter, SC 29150

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

C W Boykin
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jerry Bragg
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Meriden, Ks 66512

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jerry Bragg
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

John Bragg
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, CA 92111

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

John Bragg
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jessica Brand
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Carmel, IN 46032

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jessica Brand
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Mary Bray
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Riverside, CA 92501

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Mary Bray
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Henry Brewer
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Plano, TX 75074

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Henry Brewer
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Judyann Brewer
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Spring Grove, IL 60081

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Judyann Brewer
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Kim Briggs
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bolton, CA 6043

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Kim Briggs
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sandra Brisbon
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Quincy, WA 98848

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sandra Brisbon
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Patty Brockett
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Shellsburg, IA 52332

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Patty Brockett
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dorothy Brodine
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Groesbeck, TX 76642

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dorothy Brodine
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Clydeen  Brown
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Billings, MT 59105

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Clydeen  Brown
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rita  Brown
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
North Prairie, WI 53153

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rita  Brown
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sonny Brown
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Kingsport, Tn. 37664

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sonny Brown
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

VENDA BROWN
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
MANHEIM, CA 17545

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

VENDA BROWN
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Donna Bryant
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Elkmont, AL 35620

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Donna Bryant
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

RJ Buchanan
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Suffolk, VA 23435

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

RJ Buchanan
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

SHERRI BUCHANAN
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
SUFFOLK, VA 23435

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

SHERRI BUCHANAN
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

David Buche
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
DeMotte, IN `46310

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

David Buche
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Priscilla Buck
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Twinsburg, OH 44087

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Priscilla Buck
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Richard Burks
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Colgate, WI 53017

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Richard Burks
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

PATRICK  BUTLER
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
HUDSON, NC 28638

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

PATRICK  BUTLER
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

John  Cahill
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bonsall, CA 92003

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

John  Cahill
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Candace  Cal
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Candace  Cal
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Cheryl Camm
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Suffolk,, Va 23435

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Cheryl Camm
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rex Cammann
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Raleigh, NC 27604

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rex Cammann
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Marsha Canada
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
La Jolla, CA 92037

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Marsha Canada
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Vicki Canon
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Ventura, Ca 93003

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Vicki Canon
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ernie Carey
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sarasota, Fl 34235

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ernie Carey
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Karen Carlson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Noblesville, IN 46062

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Karen Carlson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Greg Carnehl
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Whittier, CA 90604

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Greg Carnehl
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dwight Carroll
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Supply, NC 28462

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dwight Carroll
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Luke Carroll
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Jacksonville, FL 32225

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Luke Carroll
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

mark carrow
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
wrightwood, ca 92397

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

mark carrow
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Kris Carson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Weiser, ID 83672

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Kris Carson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rosa Cartee
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Boise, ID 83707

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rosa Cartee
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jose Castillo
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Brooklyn, NY 11206

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 9 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jose Castillo
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lara Castillo
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Long Beach, CA 90815

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lara Castillo
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Becky Cecena
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Pine Valley, CA 91962

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Becky Cecena
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Patricia Charles
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Connersville, In 47331

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Patricia Charles
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ron Chastain
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
McCordsville, IN 46055

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ron Chastain
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Andre Cheeks
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Studio City, CA  91604

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Andre Cheeks
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Juan Chioco
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Piscataway, NJ 8854

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Juan Chioco
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Michael Christensen
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Parkers Prairie, mn 56361

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Michael Christensen
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

anthony cirillo
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
long neck, de 19966-6604

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

anthony cirillo
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

JO  CLEMENTS
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
DALLAS, TX 75234

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

JO  CLEMENTS
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robert Clemons
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Toms River, NJ 8753

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robert Clemons
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Greg Clinton
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Overland Park, KS 66215

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Greg Clinton
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Margie Closson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Hot Springs, AR. 71913

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Margie Closson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Holly Cole
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Holly Cole
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Marlo Coleman
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Antelope, CA 95843

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Marlo Coleman
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

nancy collins
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Yucca valley , ca 92284

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

nancy collins
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robert Conger
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Longview, TX 75608

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 9 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robert Conger
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Chris  Conklin
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
huntvalley, md 21030

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Chris  Conklin
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Paulette Conyers
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Dalzell, CA 29040

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Paulette Conyers
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Martha Cope
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Little Rock, AR 72212

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Martha Cope
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Vessie Cottrell
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Valencia, Ca 91355

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Vessie Cottrell
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dan Cox
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sparks, Nv 89431

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dan Cox
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Justine Crabbe
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Spring, TX 77381

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Justine Crabbe
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sherreen Craig
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Christiansburg, Va 24073

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sherreen Craig
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

gary crantz
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
stockbridge , ga 30281

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

gary crantz
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Nick Croce
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
La Verne, CA1 91750

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Nick Croce
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

George Crocker
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rome, GA 30165

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

George Crocker
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Tom & Wendi Cruice
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Maryville, CA 37803

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Tom & Wendi Cruice
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Elias Cuadra
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Perris, CA 92571

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Elias Cuadra
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jane Cummings
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jane Cummings
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Cynthia Cyr
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Cynthia Cyr
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jason Cyr
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Knoxville, MD 21758

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jason Cyr
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rose Daniels
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Odum, GA 31555

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rose Daniels
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Muriel  Davidson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Tamarac, FL 33319

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Muriel  Davidson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Christy Dawkins
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Seymour, TX 76380

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Christy Dawkins
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Amber De Briyn
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Eau Claire, WI 54703

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Amber De Briyn
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Pamela DeBoard
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sarasota, FL 34233

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Pamela DeBoard
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

David Deeds
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Woodbridge, VA 22192

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

David Deeds
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ray DELP
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Storm Lake, Ia 50588

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ray DELP
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

ELDEE DEMEGILLO
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
SAN DIEGO, CA 92126

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

ELDEE DEMEGILLO
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jerry & Linda Demorest
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fort Wayne, IN 46816

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jerry & Linda Demorest
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lance  Denney
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rio Vista, CA 94571

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lance  Denney
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Iris Dennis
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sautee Nacoochee, GA 30571

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Iris Dennis
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Thomas Derstine
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Tulsa, , OK 74133

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Thomas Derstine
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Pat Ditmars
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Mt. Gilead, OH 43338

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Pat Ditmars
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ken Dockery
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Spring Branch, Tx 78070

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ken Dockery
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Tim Douglas
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Columbus, In 47201

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Tim Douglas
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Carlton Dowdy
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Anaheim, Ca 92804

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Carlton Dowdy
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Don  Doyle
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Playa del Rey , Ca.  90293

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Don  Doyle
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Paul Dube
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rancho Dominguez, CA 90220

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Paul Dube
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

John Dukes
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Yuba City, CA 95993

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

John Dukes
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Peggy Dumas
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Mesa, AZ 85209

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Peggy Dumas
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Al Duncan
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Dixon, CA 61021

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Al Duncan
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Bobbie Dunn
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fulton, NY 13069

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Bobbie Dunn
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Kay Dunn
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Waxahachie, TX 75168

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Kay Dunn
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Cheryl Duvall, RN, LMT
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lake Oswego, OR, CA 97035

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Cheryl Duvall, RN, LMT
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Margaret Dyer
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Wayne, WV 25570

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Margaret Dyer
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

sharol eaker
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
galveston, In.  46932

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

sharol eaker
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Amy East-Main
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Mansfield, 262 Spring Brook Drive 76063

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Amy East-Main
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sally  Eaton
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Kent, CA 98042

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sally  Eaton
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

David Ebarb
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Shreveport, LA 71129

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

David Ebarb
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Carol Eckman
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Columbia, TN 38401

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Carol Eckman
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Mark  Edis
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Penticton, BC V2A7K5

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Mark  Edis
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Michelle Edis
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
North Highlands, CA 95660

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Michelle Edis
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Pamela Edwards
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Valley Center, CA 92082

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Pamela Edwards
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda Eicher
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cornelius, CA 28031

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda Eicher
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

James Eifler
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Palm Beach, FL 33480

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

James Eifler
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Brian  Eliel
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, ca  92130

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Brian  Eliel
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Donald Elliott
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Litchfield, MI 49252

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Donald Elliott
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Danny Elms
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Irving, TX 75061

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Danny Elms
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

rewiro erhakh
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
feihr, CA 98200859

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

rewiro erhakh
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jim  Everett
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Columbia, MO 65203

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jim  Everett
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

cynthia eynon
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
noblesville, in 46062

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

cynthia eynon
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rebecca Fale
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sheboygan, Wi 53083

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rebecca Fale
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Mike Farnsworth
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
woodstock, GA 30188

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Mike Farnsworth
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ernaleen  Fedder
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Franklin, NJ 7416

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ernaleen  Fedder
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

David Fenton
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Nashua, NH 3060

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

David Fenton
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Carol Ferguson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Jasper, GA 30143

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Carol Ferguson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

carole ferris
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Oceanside, CA 92056

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

carole ferris
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Vera Fink
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Orange Park, FL 32003

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Vera Fink
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

PAMELA FISCHER
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fontana, ca 92336

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

PAMELA FISCHER
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Carl Fish
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
American Canyon, CA 94503

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Carl Fish
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Gary Fisher
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Kendallville, IN 46755

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Gary Fisher
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Paula Fisher
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Torrance, CA 90505

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Paula Fisher
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rosemarie Foltz
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Missoula, MT 59803

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rosemarie Foltz
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Tom Fortier
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Toms River, NJ 8753

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Tom Fortier
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

herman foster
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
starks, la 70661

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

herman foster
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Nancy Foster
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cedar Hill, TX 75104

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Nancy Foster
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robin Foster
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Waitsfield, CA 5673

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robin Foster
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Roy L Foster
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Hot Springs Village, AR 71909

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Roy L Foster
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

JERRI FREI
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
SANTA FE, CA 87502

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

JERRI FREI
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Joyce French
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Hagerstown, MD, MD 21740

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Joyce French
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Angelina Frost
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fairview, CA 26570

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Angelina Frost
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Joseph Fry
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Newtown, PA 18940

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Joseph Fry
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Don  Frye
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sacramento, CA  95821

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Don  Frye
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Don  Frye
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sacramento, CA  95821

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Don  Frye
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ronald J  Fugiel Sr
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Poynette, Wi 53955

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ronald J  Fugiel Sr
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robin Fulcher
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bangor, ME 4401

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robin Fulcher
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Froilan Galutera
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Marcos, CA 92069

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Froilan Galutera
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Isaias Garcia
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Odessa, Tx 79763

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Isaias Garcia
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ben Gardner
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Birmingham, Al 35215

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ben Gardner
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Donald Garnett
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Jacksonville, Fl 32223

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Donald Garnett
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Cynthia Garry
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Dillsburg, pa 17019

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Cynthia Garry
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Craig Garvaglia
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Niagara, CA 54151

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Craig Garvaglia
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Leanne Gerrard
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lawrenceville, NJ 8648

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Leanne Gerrard
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rafic Ghoogassian
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
pasadena, ca 91107

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rafic Ghoogassian
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

George Gianopulos
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Tullahoma, CA 37388

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

George Gianopulos
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dan Gibson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Janesville, WI 53546

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dan Gibson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Elaine Gibson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Springfield, VA 22152

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Elaine Gibson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Nevin Gibson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Springfield, VA 22152

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Nevin Gibson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

michelle giddens
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
santa barbara, ca 93109

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

michelle giddens
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rick Gilbert
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Largo, FL 33778

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rick Gilbert
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dennis  Gillen
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Taylorsville, NC 28681

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dennis  Gillen
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jane Gillen
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Taylorsville, NC 28681

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jane Gillen
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Theresa gingg
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Ontario, CA 91762

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Theresa gingg
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sheryl Girard
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Tempe, AZ 85282

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sheryl Girard
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Donna Goad
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Calhoun, TN 37309

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Donna Goad
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Al Goetzfried
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bonita Springs, FL 34134-1904

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Al Goetzfried
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Scott Goff
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Anaheim, CA 92807

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Scott Goff
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

james gohr
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
baltimore, md 21228

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

james gohr
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Garry  Gonzales
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
antioch, CA 94509

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Garry  Gonzales
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

JOHN GOODMAN
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
MICHIGAN CITY, IN 46360

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

JOHN GOODMAN
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Larry Gore
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fayetteville, GA 30214

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Larry Gore
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jo-Ann Gotzon
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Northampton, Pa 18067

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jo-Ann Gotzon
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Gregory Gray
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Knoxville, tn 37932

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Gregory Gray
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Doug Gregerson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rainbow city, al 35906

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Doug Gregerson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Eldon Griffin
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Coon Rapids, MN 55433

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Eldon Griffin
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Marsha Groh
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Berne, IN 46711

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Marsha Groh
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Loida Guevara
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Murrieta, CA 92562

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Loida Guevara
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sandra Guyton
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Jacksonville, NC 28546

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sandra Guyton
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Charlean Hackley
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Virginia Beach, CA 23464

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Charlean Hackley
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Yvonne Hackworth
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lexington, KY 40507

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Yvonne Hackworth
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Adam Halaby
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Simi Valley, ca 93063

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Adam Halaby
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ronald Hammond
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Montrose, CO 81401

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ronald Hammond
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Barbara Harmon
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rantoul, IL 61866

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Barbara Harmon
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Larry Harmon
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rantoul, IL 61866

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Larry Harmon
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda E Harris
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bass Lake, CA 93604

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda E Harris
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

George Havas
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
New Milford, CT 6776

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

George Havas
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jeff Hawkins
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jeff Hawkins
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Charles Hayes
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Oconomowoc, WI 53066

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Charles Hayes
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Donald Hayes
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, Ca. 92115

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Donald Hayes
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Mike Hedrick
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Grand Rapids, 1440 Cayuga St NW 49504

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Mike Hedrick
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Edward Hemker
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
St Charles, CA 48655

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Edward Hemker
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Mike Hendley
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Brunswick , Ga 31525

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Mike Hendley
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Richard Hensgen
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Chula Vista, CA 91911

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Richard Hensgen
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Gi-ook Her
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cerritos, CA 90703

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Gi-ook Her
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Roger Hernandez
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
El Paso, TX 79930

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Roger Hernandez
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ray Hibbard
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fayetteville, AR 72701

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ray Hibbard
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Nancy Hicks
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fort Walton Beach, Fl 32547

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Nancy Hicks
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Pat Hicks-Spakowski
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Titusville,, Fl 32780

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Pat Hicks-Spakowski
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

RICHARD HIEDEMAN
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Breckenridge, MN 56520

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

RICHARD HIEDEMAN
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Tommy Higgins
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Honea Path, SC 29654

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Tommy Higgins
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Kenneth Hill
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
The Colony, TX 75056

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Kenneth Hill
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lael Hillery
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Clearwater, FL 33763

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lael Hillery
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

John Himes
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cortland, OH 44410

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

John Himes
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

BRUCE HOBLIT
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
MODESTO, CA 95358

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

BRUCE HOBLIT
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Christopher Hoglund
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Newbury Park, ca 91320

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Christopher Hoglund
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ellen Hokanson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Aberdeen , WA  98520 3235

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ellen Hokanson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Paul  Horney
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
new Lenox, IL 60451

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Paul  Horney
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Reese  Housman
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Albuquerque, nm 87120

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Reese  Housman
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sonya Hoven
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Farmington, MN 55024

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sonya Hoven
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Larry Hromiko
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Pittsburgh, PA 15210

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Larry Hromiko
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Angeline Hudson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sarasota, Fl 34232

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Angeline Hudson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Donna Huffman
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Conover, NC 28613

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Donna Huffman
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Brian Hull
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Las Vegas, NV 89131

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Brian Hull
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Myers Hyman
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Mount Vernon, IN 47620

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Myers Hyman
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

noli imperial
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
lake hiawatha, nj 7034

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

noli imperial
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dan Ines
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Marcos, CA 92069

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dan Ines
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Gemma Ines
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Marcos, CA 92078

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Gemma Ines
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

BEVERLY  IVY
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
FORT WORTH, TX 76140

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

BEVERLY  IVY
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Glenda Jansson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fountain Valley, CA 92708

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Glenda Jansson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Charlotte Jennings
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Federal Way, WA 98023

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Charlotte Jennings
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Paul Jeter
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Maineville, OH 45039

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Paul Jeter
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

MERCI  JINON
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
GILBERT, AZ 85297

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

MERCI  JINON
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda Johns
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Corona , CA 92883

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda Johns
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Connie Johnson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Oak Harbor, OH 43449

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Connie Johnson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

RIchard Johnson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Arcadia, CA 91007

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

RIchard Johnson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Trudy Johnson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Grapevine, TX 76051

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Trudy Johnson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Valerie Jolie
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Tigard, OR 97223

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Valerie Jolie
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

CHUCK  JONES 
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
ROCHESTER HILLS, MI 48306

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

CHUCK  JONES 
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jean Jones
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Davenport, Ia   52803

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jean Jones
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jan Josker
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Simi Valley, CA 93063

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jan Josker
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

John Judge
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Mesa, CA 85204

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

John Judge
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Iva June 
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Richmond , IN 47374

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Iva June 
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

John Kane
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lemoore, CA 93245

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

John Kane
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Debra Kaplan
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cary, CA 60013

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Debra Kaplan
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ken & Elaine Karelius
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fountain Valley, CA 92708

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ken & Elaine Karelius
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ricardo Kasmiskie
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Plano, TX 75023

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ricardo Kasmiskie
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Cindy Kell
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Millville, nj 8332

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Cindy Kell
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Michael Kells
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Macungie, CA 18062

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Michael Kells
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Fern Kempf
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Forest Lake, MN 55025

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Fern Kempf
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Cynthia  Kendall
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Wake Forest, NC 27587

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 9 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Cynthia  Kendall
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Crystal Kiehl
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bowling Green, Ky 42104

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Crystal Kiehl
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Tim Kimble
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Mission Viejo, CA 92692

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Tim Kimble
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Nanci Kincaid
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Excelsior Springs, MO 64024

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Nanci Kincaid
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Larry  King
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Newhall, CA 91321

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Larry  King
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

William King
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Parma, Oh. 44129

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

William King
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Brian Kirby
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, CA 92111

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Brian Kirby
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Becky Klaus
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Peoria, IL 61604

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Becky Klaus
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Hajnalka Klein
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lake Grove, NY 11780

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Hajnalka Klein
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robert Kleppe
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fountain Valley, CA 92708

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robert Kleppe
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Nan Kloeppel
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Farmington Hills, MI 48333

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Nan Kloeppel
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Steve Kopacki
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Traverse City, MI 49684

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Steve Kopacki
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Shelley Kramer
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Malibu, CA 90264

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Shelley Kramer
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dianna Krantz
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Valrico, FL 33594

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dianna Krantz
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Galina Krasnova
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Shrewsbury, MA 1545

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Galina Krasnova
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Connie Kristensen
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Grass Valley, CA 95949

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Connie Kristensen
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ken La Bad
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
375 Goodall Dr., CA 375 Goodall Dr.

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ken La Bad
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Nora Labrador
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Marcos, CA 92078

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Nora Labrador
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rick LaHay
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Marion, IA 52302

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rick LaHay
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Terry Land
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Winchester, VA 22602

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Terry Land
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sherri LaPlante
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Santee, CA 92071

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sherri LaPlante
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Doris Lauer
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Tarpon Springs, FL 34689

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Doris Lauer
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Kim Law
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Erie, CA 16506

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Kim Law
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

RenÃ©e le Preux
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Springtown, Tx 79082

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

RenÃ©e le Preux
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lee LeBouef
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Jose, CA 95136

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lee LeBouef
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Barbara Lewis
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Durham, NC 27705

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Barbara Lewis
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Glenn Lewis
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lodi, CA 95240

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Glenn Lewis
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Deborah Ley
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Kelseyville, CA 95451

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Deborah Ley
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lester  Lin
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Taipei, TW 10651

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lester  Lin
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Haupt Linda
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Wathena, Ks 66090

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Haupt Linda
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Marsa Lee Linkenhoger
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cleburne, CA 76033

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Marsa Lee Linkenhoger
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Paul Linville
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Mesa, AZ 85201

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Paul Linville
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dr. Mayra  Llado 
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Juan, PR 918

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dr. Mayra  Llado 
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dolores Loew
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Colts Neck`, NJ  7722

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dolores Loew
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

James Logue
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lebanon, MO 65536

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

James Logue
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Joe Lombardo
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Warner Robins, Ga 31088

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Joe Lombardo
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Stacy Lowe
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Reelsville, IN 46171

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Stacy Lowe
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Carmel Lozano
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, CA 92127

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Carmel Lozano
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Tom Lozano
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, CA 92127

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Tom Lozano
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Gary Lukens
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sun Prairie, WI 53590

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Gary Lukens
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dennis Malone
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lilburn, GA 30047

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dennis Malone
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Frank S. Maple
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Zephyrhills , Fl 33541

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Frank S. Maple
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Brenda Marchetti
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
North highlands , Ca 95660

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Brenda Marchetti
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Candise  Maria
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cokedale, Co 81082

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Candise  Maria
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Fernando Marques
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Winchester, ca 92596

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Fernando Marques
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

ELADIO MARRERO
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
DANBURY, CT 6811

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

ELADIO MARRERO
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

OBBIE MARROW
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
selma, al 36701

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

OBBIE MARROW
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

allen marshall
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
morro bay, ca 93442

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

allen marshall
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

John Marshall
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Troy, OH 45373

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

John Marshall
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Pamela Martin
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
BonCarbo, CO 81024

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Pamela Martin
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

George Martinez
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Brea, CA 92821

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

George Martinez
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Boyd Masing
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Escondido, CA 92027

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Boyd Masing
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Raymond&Barbara Mathisen
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Kingston, NY 12401

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Raymond&Barbara Mathisen
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Marene Mayer 
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Visalia , Ca  93292

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Marene Mayer 
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Frank Mc Gee
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Hollow rock, TN 38342

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Frank Mc Gee
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jen McClure
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Luverne, CA 56156

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jen McClure
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Scott McCormick
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Escondido, CA 92027

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Scott McCormick
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

MICHAEL MCGHARN II
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Pasadena, CA 91107

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

MICHAEL MCGHARN II
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jackie McKinnon
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Guerneville, CA 95446

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jackie McKinnon
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Charles McMurray
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Riverside, CA 92518

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Charles McMurray
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

BARBARA MCNEAL
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Manteca, CA 95337

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

BARBARA MCNEAL
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ricardo Medeiros
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lakeville, MA 2347

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ricardo Medeiros
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Norman Meester
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Willard, MO 65781

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Norman Meester
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ramon, Jr. Mendoza
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Walnut Creek, CA 94596

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ramon, Jr. Mendoza
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Penny Michael
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Los Gatos, CA 95032

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Penny Michael
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dale Miller
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Dixon, CA 95620

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dale Miller
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Melvin Miller
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lima, CA 45807

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Melvin Miller
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Michele Miller
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Amelia, VA 23002

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Michele Miller
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rebecca  Miller
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Yucaipa, CA 92399

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rebecca  Miller
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

KIMBERLY MILLIN
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
BATTLE CREEK, MI 49017

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

KIMBERLY MILLIN
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Katherine Minnick
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Covington, GA 30015

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Katherine Minnick
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Pete  Minns
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sacramento, CA 95821

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Pete  Minns
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Diana Minotti
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Garwood, Nj 7027

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Diana Minotti
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Theresa Morgan
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Leland, NC 28451

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Theresa Morgan
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Mark Mosher
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Salisbury, NC 28146

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Mark Mosher
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Noel  Munoz
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, CA 92114

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Noel  Munoz
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Bobbi-Rei Murphy
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Otisco, IN 47163

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Bobbi-Rei Murphy
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Carol Murray
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Germantown, TN 38139

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Carol Murray
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Laurie Murray
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Trumansburg , NY 14886

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Laurie Murray
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ryland Musick
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Tallahassee, FL 32308

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ryland Musick
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

JOHN  MWAMBINGU
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
fontana, ca 92336

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

JOHN  MWAMBINGU
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Blake Myers
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Columbus, IN 47203

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Blake Myers
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rolando Nadal
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, CA 92126

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rolando Nadal
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jeff Nagle
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, CA 92123

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jeff Nagle
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Scott Nash
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Statesville, N.C. 28625

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Scott Nash
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

David Navarro
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Northport, AL 35473

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

David Navarro
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Bradley Near
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Phoenix, AZ, CA 85018

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Bradley Near
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September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 9 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linnea Nelson
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September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Denise Netzel
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jane Newberry
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Glenburn, CA 4401

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jane Newberry
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Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Allison Park, PA 15101

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

John Newport
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

JoAnn Niederman
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Riverside, CA 92509

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

JoAnn Niederman
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

nathanael nielsen
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
oakhurst, ca. 93644

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

nathanael nielsen
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jesika Nightingale
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Norfolk , Va 23511

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jesika Nightingale
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Pierre Nizet
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Clearwater, FL 33755

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Pierre Nizet
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Theresa Noack
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Shelbyville, KY 40065

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Theresa Noack
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Tammy Northcutt
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
New Lenox, IL 60451

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Tammy Northcutt
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

James Nowell
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Manassas, Va. 20110

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

James Nowell
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Donna Nulton
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bakersfield, CA 93308

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Donna Nulton
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Warren Nystrom
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Pittsburgh, PA 15218

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Warren Nystrom
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Michael O'Laskey
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Granada Hills, Ca 91344

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Michael O'Laskey
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Melissa Oberle
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Ellsworth, KS 67439

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Melissa Oberle
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

adam obloj
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
joplin, mo 64801

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

adam obloj
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Wayne  Ochsner
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Louisville , Ky 40204

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Wayne  Ochsner
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Laraine Oda
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
West Covina, CA 91790

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Laraine Oda
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

John Okey
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Minnetonka, |MN 55345

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

John Okey
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Martin Olson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
El Cajon, Ca 92021

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Martin Olson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Marina Ongoco
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
sacramento, CA 95833

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Marina Ongoco
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Violet Ono
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Los Angeles, CA 90042

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Violet Ono
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Michael Orf
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lees Summit, MO 64064

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Michael Orf
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Donald Orlopp
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Newark, NY 14513

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Donald Orlopp
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Phyllis Osborn
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Franklin, TN 37069

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Phyllis Osborn
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda Ostman
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Plano, Tx 75023

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda Ostman
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jodi Ouellette
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Champion, MI 49814

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jodi Ouellette
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jeff Owen
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Garden Grove, CA 92845

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jeff Owen
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Paul Owen
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
California City, CA 93505

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Paul Owen
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

MARIELOU PAGADUAN
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
gilbert, az 95287

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

MARIELOU PAGADUAN
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Patti Palumbo
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
West Palm Beach, FL 33409

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Patti Palumbo
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Susan Palus
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
hamilton, nj 8619

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Susan Palus
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Tom Pardee
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Colby, KS 67701

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Tom Pardee
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Derek Parker
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Simpsonville, CA 29681

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Derek Parker
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Georgia Parker
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
The Woodlands , TX 77382

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Georgia Parker
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

David Parramore
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Keystone Heights, FL 32656

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

David Parramore
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jim and Rosina Parrott
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Benson, AZ 85602

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jim and Rosina Parrott
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Marilyn Patrick
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Orlando, FL 32837

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Marilyn Patrick
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

O. Dwayne Patterson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Adelanto, Ca 92301

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

O. Dwayne Patterson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

rick patterson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
stone mtn, ga 30088

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

rick patterson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Windy Paul
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Aztec, N.M. 87410

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Windy Paul
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Penny Paxton
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Burbank, WA 99323

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Penny Paxton
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lisa Pearce
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Wofford Heights, Ca 93285

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lisa Pearce
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

James Pegram
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Stokesdale, nc 27357

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

James Pegram
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Marc Pelissie
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Orem, UT 84058

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Marc Pelissie
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robyn Pennay
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Kingsley, PA 18826-9763

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robyn Pennay
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

David Perdicaris
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Munster, CA 46321

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

David Perdicaris
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda Pereira
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Santa Maria, CA 93455

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda Pereira
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Laarni Perez
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Chula Vista , CA 91913

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Laarni Perez
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sherwin Perez
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Chula Vista, CA 91911

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sherwin Perez
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Debra May Perkins
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Corona, Ca 92882

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Debra May Perkins
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robert Perkins
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Corona, CA 92882

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robert Perkins
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

robert perry
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
waterloo, sc 29384

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

robert perry
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ann Petty
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Coarsegold, Ca. 93614

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ann Petty
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ron Philipps
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rio Rancho, nm 87124

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ron Philipps
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Randy Pierson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Concord, CA 94519

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Randy Pierson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Colin Pilch
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Virginia Beach, CA 23464

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Colin Pilch
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda Pittman
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Hampton, GA 30228

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda Pittman
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

John T Polarine
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sagle, ID 83860

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

John T Polarine
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Anthony Poletti
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Glendale Heights , IL 60139

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Anthony Poletti
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sue  Popkes
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Columbia, CA 65203

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sue  Popkes
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Judy Porter
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Louisville, CA 40291

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Judy Porter
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Scott Porter
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
NASHUA, NH 3062

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Scott Porter
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ramtin Pourvasei
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ramtin Pourvasei
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Debbie Previch
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91739

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Debbie Previch
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ken Previch
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91739

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ken Previch
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Charlie Price
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Patterson, CA 95363

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Charlie Price
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Deborah Price
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Philadelphia, MS  39350

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Deborah Price
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robert Price
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Wilmington, NC 28401

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robert Price
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Kathy Prichard
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Frederick, MD 21702

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Kathy Prichard
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sharon Proctor
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rancho Santa Margarita, CA 92688

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sharon Proctor
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dave prox
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Brookhaven, pa 19015

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dave prox
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Gary Pruitt
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Escondido, CA 92026

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Gary Pruitt
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Josefa Pucti
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Laveen, AZ 85339

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Josefa Pucti
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Richard Pulsifer
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Richard Pulsifer
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Mitzi Pyles
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Gray, TN 37615

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Mitzi Pyles
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Kenneth quiggins
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
jeffersonville, in 47130

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Kenneth quiggins
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

WILLIAM RAABE
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
BALDWIN PARK, CA 91706

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

WILLIAM RAABE
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Richard Rahe
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Dubuque, IA 52001

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Richard Rahe
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dr. Alice Rainey
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Atlantic City, NJ 8401

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dr. Alice Rainey
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lorrie Randle
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Park Forest, IL 60466

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lorrie Randle
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Debbie Ratliff
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Vinton, CA 45686

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Debbie Ratliff
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Diane Ratliff
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cardington, CA 43315

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Diane Ratliff
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Manny  Redondo
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Greensboro, NC 27408

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Manny  Redondo
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Carolyn Reed
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Mentor, CA 44060

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Carolyn Reed
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Alex Reeves
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Arlington, TX 76016

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Alex Reeves
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Judy Reeves
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bulverde, Tx 78163

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Judy Reeves
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sharon Reibman
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Westlake Village, CA 91362

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sharon Reibman
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Bill  Reid
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Forney, TX 75126

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Bill  Reid
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Harry Reif
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sarasota, Fl 34232

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Harry Reif
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lori Reimers
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Mission Viejo, ca 92691

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lori Reimers
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lee Reisinger
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Pinole, CA 94564

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lee Reisinger
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Donna Relles
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Canyon Country, CA 91351

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Donna Relles
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Randy Renner
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Vista, CA 92083

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Randy Renner
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Stanley Rethford
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Newalla, ok 74857

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Stanley Rethford
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dano Rettig
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Colorado Springs, CO 80920

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dano Rettig
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Val Rich
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Simi Valley, CA 93065

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Val Rich
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jacqueline Richardson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Studio City, CA 91604

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jacqueline Richardson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robin Richardson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
palmyra, ny 14522

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robin Richardson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda Rickard
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cordova, md 21625

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda Rickard
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Francis Rieszer
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bradenton, Fl 34202

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Francis Rieszer
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Denise Rivkees
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Metuchen, NJ 8840

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Denise Rivkees
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Buck Robey
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Phenix, Va 23959

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Buck Robey
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Glen Robinson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Colorado Springs, CO 80917

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Glen Robinson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Tim and Sally Robinson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Ventura, ca 93004

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Tim and Sally Robinson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Doug Roosevelt
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Heyworth, IL  61745

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Doug Roosevelt
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lester Rose
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Grass Valley, CA 95945

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lester Rose
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Manny Roxas
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, CA 92127

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Manny Roxas
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jeannette  Rubio
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Tustin, CA 92780

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jeannette  Rubio
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Maribeth Runyan
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Prescott, CA 48756

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Maribeth Runyan
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September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Brenda Ruth
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September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Stuart Rutkin
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Joni Ryan
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Hollywood, CA 92210

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Joni Ryan
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Shari Salazar
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Wildomar, ca 92595

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Shari Salazar
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rita Sale
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Annapolis, MO 63620

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rita Sale
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dixie Sampier
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Santee, CA 92071

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dixie Sampier
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda San Filippo
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Pleasant Prairie, WI 53158

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda San Filippo
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Kriegel Santos
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Piscataway, NJ 8854

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Kriegel Santos
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sheryl Scala
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Freeport, NY 11520

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sheryl Scala
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Walter Schakel
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Burlingame, CA 94010

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Walter Schakel
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Virginia Schlundt
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Falls Church, VA 22043

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Virginia Schlundt
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

James Schmidgall
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Morris, MN 56267

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

James Schmidgall
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

David Schultz
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
rancho palos verdes, ca 96818

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

David Schultz
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Cliff Scott
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Cliff Scott
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Joseph Scraggs
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Abilene, TX 79603

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Joseph Scraggs
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

William Seidel
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Stevenson Ranch, CA 91381

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

William Seidel
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Mark Shamrock, Sr.
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cape Coral, FL 33914

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Mark Shamrock, Sr.
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Miriam Shellenbarger
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Huntsville, OH 43324

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Miriam Shellenbarger
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lynn Shelton
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Henderson, NV 89015

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lynn Shelton
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Diana Shinn
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Huntington Beach, CA 92647

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Diana Shinn
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

 and each of them experienced significant relief while using the personal unit. " 
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
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September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for , and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

 and each of them experienced significant relief while using the personal unit. " 

Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Spencer Shull
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Clay, NY 13041

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Spencer Shull
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lynn  Simpson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Knoxville, TN 37922

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lynn  Simpson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rob Sloan
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Salem, OR 97301

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rob Sloan
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jack Small
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Louisville, KY 40206

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jack Small
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Elfrida Smiljanich
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Chicago, IL 60634

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Elfrida Smiljanich
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

BJ Smith
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Houston, TX 77035

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

BJ Smith
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Edward Smith
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Port Charlotte, Fl 33952

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Edward Smith
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

john smith
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Ft. Scott, ks 66701

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

john smith
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lucile Smith
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Seal Beach, CA 90740

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lucile Smith
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Susan Smith
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Ellabell, Ga 31308

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Susan Smith
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Todd Smith
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Plumas Lake, ca 95961

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Todd Smith
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

W. Paul Smith
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cedar Hill, CA 75104-3016

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

W. Paul Smith
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

michael smoody
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
findlay, ohio 45840

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

michael smoody
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Steven Spanos
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Mountain View, CA 94043

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Steven Spanos
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jim Sparks
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lake Forest, CA 92630

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jim Sparks
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

William Spencer
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Avon,, In 46123

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

William Spencer
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Eileen Stacy
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bay City, TX 77414

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Eileen Stacy
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Kathryn Stamas
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Greenfield, WI 53220

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Kathryn Stamas
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Beth  Stanley
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Eau Claire, WI 54703

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Beth  Stanley
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

George Stapp
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cape Coral, FL 33991

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

George Stapp
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

moldy odors don't stand a chance in our home  especialyy when we need to use the "AWAY mode.
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
,  

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for , and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

moldy odors don't stand a chance in our home  especialyy when we need to use the "AWAY mode.
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jeff L & Judy Stasney
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
De Berry, TX 75639

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jeff L & Judy Stasney
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Philip Steffen
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Montgomery, IL 60538

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Philip Steffen
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rick Stein
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Tehachapi, Ca 93561

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rick Stein
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Richard Stemen
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Bakersfield, CA 93311

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Richard Stemen
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

LINDA STEMSHORN
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Indianapolis, IN 46226

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

LINDA STEMSHORN
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Al Stephens
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Duncan, SC 29334

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Al Stephens
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Patrick Stevenson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Patrick Stevenson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

kathryn stratford
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Wills point, TX  75169

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

kathryn stratford
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

MICHAEL  STRUCK
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
POWAY, CA 92064

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 9 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

MICHAEL  STRUCK
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Floyd  Sturdevant
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Milwaukee, WI 53223

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Floyd  Sturdevant
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ingrid Sumrall
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Grants Pass, OR 97526

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ingrid Sumrall
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robert Sutton
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rochester, IN 46975

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robert Sutton
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Paul Svetz
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Buford, GA 30519

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 9 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Paul Svetz
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jerry Swanson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Jefferson City, MO 65109

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jerry Swanson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dennis Sweeney
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Panama, N.Y. 14767

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dennis Sweeney
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lea  Sy
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Chula Vista, CA 91915

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lea  Sy
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

raymond sy
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
national city, ca 91950

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

raymond sy
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Williamson Sy
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
La Crescenta, CA 91214

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Williamson Sy
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Andrew & Cheryl Tack
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Shippenville, PA 16254

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Andrew & Cheryl Tack
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Randy Tamminga
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Beecher, IL 60401

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Randy Tamminga
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ray Tarver
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Tallahassee, FL 32314

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ray Tarver
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Peter Tauch
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Palatine, CA 60074

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Peter Tauch
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jeff Taylor
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Oakland, CA 94607

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jeff Taylor
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda Taylor
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Vernon, CA 76384

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda Taylor
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Clifton Teague
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
McKinney, TX   75070

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Clifton Teague
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

SONIA TESTON
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
GILBERT, AZ 85234

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

SONIA TESTON
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Michael Tetrault
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Chula Vista, CA 91910

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Michael Tetrault
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

FRED THACKERAY
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Corona, Ca 92882

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

FRED THACKERAY
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Dan Therrien
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fort Deposit, AL 36032

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Dan Therrien
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Hilda Thiessen
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Por Rowan , ON N0-E1M0

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Hilda Thiessen
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Gregory Thompson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Indio, CA 92203

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Gregory Thompson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Stephen Thress
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Riverside, Ca. 92506

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Stephen Thress
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Loy M. Tiburcio
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Centreville, VA 20120

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Loy M. Tiburcio
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Pam and Mark Tillman
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Irvine, ca 92606

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Pam and Mark Tillman
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Rose Todora
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Richardson, Tx 75082

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Rose Todora
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Brad Tom
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Oxnard, CA 93030

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Brad Tom
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda Tompkins
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Londonderry, NH 3053

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda Tompkins
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lawrence Torry, RPh
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Syracuse, NY 13210

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lawrence Torry, RPh
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Archie Trotter
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Pedro, CA 90731

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Archie Trotter
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linda Troxell
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
MORRISTOWN, IN 46161

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linda Troxell
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Jonathan Truax
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Nassau, NY 12123

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Jonathan Truax
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Marilyn Truax
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Nassau, NY 12123

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Marilyn Truax
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Paul Tucich
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Little Elm, TX 75068

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Paul Tucich
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Nancy Tuck
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Spring, tx 77380

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 9 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Nancy Tuck
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Marla Turner
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Jonesboro, IN 46938

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 7 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Marla Turner
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Darren Twomey
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Benicia, CA 94510

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Darren Twomey
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Karen Ueda
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Westchester, CA 90045

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Karen Ueda
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Kathy Underwood
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fortson, GA 31808

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Kathy Underwood
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

RAMON VAZQUEZ
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
DORAL, FL 33178

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

RAMON VAZQUEZ
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Eliseo Vedar
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Murrieta, Ca 92563

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Eliseo Vedar
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

EVELYN VEDAR
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
MURRIETA, CA 92563

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

EVELYN VEDAR
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sharry Vickers
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Chatham, IL 62629

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sharry Vickers
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Tammie Viehmann
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Redlands, CA 92374

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Tammie Viehmann
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ellen  Violette
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Woodland Hills, CA 91364

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ellen  Violette
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Antonio Vitorino
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
new bedford, ma 2745

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Antonio Vitorino
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Margaret Viviani
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rocky River, OH 44116-2346

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Margaret Viviani
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Boris and Marie Volbeda
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
San Diego, CA 92129

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Boris and Marie Volbeda
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Janette Vooren
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
The Netherlands, gld 6862BP

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Janette Vooren
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Andrea Wagner
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sidney, il 61877

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Andrea Wagner
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Darlene  Walston
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Lewiston, Id 83501

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Darlene  Walston
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

melinda wampler
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
morristown, tn 37814

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

melinda wampler
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lynda Warren
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Upland, CA 91784

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lynda Warren
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Gina Waters
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
RIALTO, CA 92376

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Gina Waters
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Julie Watson Jones
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Waterford, CT 6385

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 8 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Julie Watson Jones
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Patty  Watson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Rocky Mount, NC 27804

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Patty  Watson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

James Webbert
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Baltimore, MD 21234

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

James Webbert
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

SHAR WEINRAUCH
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
HILTON HEAD, SC 29926

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

SHAR WEINRAUCH
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

BARTON WEINSTEIN
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
SOMERSET, NJ 8873

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

BARTON WEINSTEIN
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

MICHAEL WEIS
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
MOLINE, IL 61265

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

MICHAEL WEIS
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

RONALD WEISS
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
LAKEWOOD, OH 44107

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

RONALD WEISS
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Sandra Wester
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Apex, CA 27502

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Sandra Wester
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ken White
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sharpsburg, GA 30277

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ken White
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Levi White
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Escondido, CA 92029

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Levi White
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Cori Whiting
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Carlsbad, CA 92010

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Cori Whiting
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Lisa Wicks
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Laguna Niguel, CA 92677

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Lisa Wicks
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Margaret Wigham
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Riverside, NJ 8075

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Margaret Wigham
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Bruce  Wikert
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Whitehall, Pa 18052

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Bruce  Wikert
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Micki Wilcox
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Louisville, KY 40206

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 6 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Micki Wilcox
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Maury  Wilhoite
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Indianapolis, In 46228

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 9 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Maury  Wilhoite
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Briget Williamson
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
St. Marys, WV 26170

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Briget Williamson
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Donna  Windheim
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sacramento, CA 95831

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Donna  Windheim
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Eric  Windheim
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sacramento, 10 Riverstar Circle 95831

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Eric  Windheim
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

DORTHA WINER
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Waverly, CA 50677

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

DORTHA WINER
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

CATHY WINTER
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Beaumont, CA 92223

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

CATHY WINTER
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Daniel Womack
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Amherstburg, ON N9V 2Y8       

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Daniel Womack
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Bryce & Joyce  Woodbury
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Sacramento, Ca 95864

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Bryce & Joyce  Woodbury
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Donnel Woodly
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Acworth, CA 30102

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Donnel Woodly
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Ernest Woodward
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Kent, Wa 98032

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Ernest Woodward
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Nellie Wright
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fairview, PA 16415

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 5 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Nellie Wright
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Robert  Wright
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Vineland, NJ 8361

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Robert  Wright
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Julie Wyman
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Fox Lake , WI 53933

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Julie Wyman
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Linnea Yates
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
DeBary, FL 32753

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 3 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Linnea Yates
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

reginald Young
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Pacifica, CA 94044

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 4 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

reginald Young
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Evelyn Zaldivar
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Homestead, Fl 33030

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Evelyn Zaldivar
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Joseph Zeager
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Shamokin Dam, PA, CA 17876

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 10 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Joseph Zeager
Submitted Online Through Electronic Signature

Thomas Zimmerman
Due to Privacy Concerns Address Available Upon Request
Spring Valley, CA 91977

September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for almost 1 year, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Thomas Zimmerman
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September, 2007 

California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear Air Resources Board Members, 

I am a consumer who is opposed to the current CA ARB Staff proposed regulation for limiting ozone emissions from indoor air cleaning devices because it could take away my Freedom of Choice in selecting the air purification products to clean up my individual indoor air environment, as well as my family’s. Not only might I be restricted on what I could purchase, but I could also be restricted in my ability to repair, upgrade or replace the air purifiers I currently have. 

The purifiers I have now use various air cleaning treatment technologies including safe amounts of ozone to help eliminate odors and substantially reduce dangerous mold, mildew, bacteria and viruses from my home, including the treatment of vegetables, fruits and other food from harmful e-coli, salmonella and other potentially harmful bacteria. I also have the option to set the ozone technology in various higher modes so I can choose how quickly to reduce and eliminate odors, mold, bacteria, viruses and other types of dangerous indoor air and surface contaminants while the space is unoccupied. Based on the manufacturer's operation instructions as well as very conspicuous instructions on the air purifier itself, I do not stay in the immediate room where my air purifier is located when I choose to run the ozone on the highest setting, or what some manufacturers call the "away mode" during an automatic timed period after which the air purifier automatically turns off the highest setting. As needed I have used my air purifier in various settings including the “away mode” when I’m out of the room being treated for over 2 years, and have never had any health problems or concerns. 

The optional use of the high or “away mode” setting is one of the features I really like about my purifier. I’ve been able to more quickly clean up contaminated areas in my home to create a better breathable and indoor living environment through the use of this option. 

I really do not understand why the CA ARB Staff or the select interest groups behind this proposed regulation want to take away my ‘freedom of choice’. If they had the same personal experiences and information I have about and with these products, all the people who have used them safely, how they have helped address food safety issues such as e-coli and salmonella in lettuce and spinach and other vegetables and food products, how they helped at the Pentagon after the 911 attacks and the Red Cross during wild fires, how these types of technologies are used to clean the air in space craft, and how no one that I know has ever been injured by them, then perhaps they might better respect my freedom to choose what is good for me and my family. I also ‘strongly disagree’ that the overwhelming majority of consumers are unable to follow clearly placed and understandable warnings and instructions on operating air purifier systems that emit ozone in occupied and non-occupied spaces. I do not understand why I must sacrifice my indoor air quality choices at the risk of deadly contamination and infection to myself and family, but can pay to have expensive commercial cleaning services employing ‘hourly employees’ to clean the air and surfaces in my home while not occupied; or I can move my family to a hotel because hotels apparently are exempt from the regulation and they can clean and sanitize my room with hourly employees, for a fee upon request! Please explain to me why these hourly employees are better suited to take care of my personal indoor living environment? 

I also use a personal air cleaner system that I wear around my neck, place in my car, and take when I travel for hotel room use that also includes multiple cleaning technologies. I understand that all these too could be banned under the staff proposal as they cannot meet the 2 inch stainless steel chamber test rule either. 

I also use appliances and business equipment that all give off ozone that unlike the proposed testing rules here they apparently are not tested 2 inches away in closed stainless steel chambers or they too would all be banned. When you are near them, oftentimes the level of ozone is stronger than what I notice coming from my air purifier system, even in the high ozone emission or away mode setting. If the people behind this regulation are so concerned over small amounts of ozone coming from my purifier, why aren't they concerned over "all the ozone" coming from my appliances and business machines? Does that also mean that once you ban certain purifiers, then you will take away my freedom to choose which appliances, copiers and printers I can buy and use? 

There is a risk and corresponding benefit to practically all products, yet public policy makers have always found a balance where the benefits or rewards outweigh the risks and there are reasonable alternatives to banning the products. For example, we buy cars and trucks that can exceed the posted speed limits with warnings that we should not speed; we can still smoke outside and in our homes even with children and the elderly present although second hand smoke is a highly toxic substance known to cause cancer; and we are allowed to purchase and use highly concentrated amounts of Chlorine in our swimming pools (even indoor swimming pools where Chlorine gases can build up to toxic levels in the air) without supervision, even though too much Chlorine exposure can lead to cancer! And we will continue to be allowed to purchase and use ozone emitting appliances and business equipment in our homes and other occupied spaces. 

I share your concerns over indoor air quality, but making it more difficult for me to keep current options and take advantage of newer technologies down the road is not a solution, but an instant recipe for disaster! Criminalizing my personal selection of a personal, home and mobile air cleaning systems will leave me and my family vulnerable to many types of respiratory and microbial attacks in our home, car, health facility, airport and all other indoor air environments we may find ourselves in. If Staff’s proposal is not modified with a more ‘commons sense’ type of approach to testing purifiers, which one of you shall I contact in the event any one in my family members contracts a drug resistant airborne, surface bacterial or microbial infection from the air, surface or food we eat? 

I am asking you to take leadership here and not let others take away my indoor environmental freedom of choice when they have not made their case! 

Please Instruct Staff to Modify and Change the Proposed Regulation. 

Thank you, 

Vernon Zimmerman
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