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Summary of Meeting Notes 
 

2nd Public Meeting/Webinar (February 1, 2010) on the Update of the 
Standard Practice for the Testing of Volatile Organic Emissions from Various Sources Using 

Small-Scale Environmental Chambers (“Standard Practice”) 

Prepared by Wenhao Chen, CDPH-IAQ 
 

February 11, 2010 
 

A.  Meeting Information 

Host:  Indoor Air Quality Section, California Department of Public Health (CDPH)  
Location:  CDPH Richmond Campus, Room C-160 
Date & Time:  February 1st, 2010, 10:30 am – 12:30pm 
Format: In-room meeting / webinar with phone conferencing 
Attendees:  Total 60 people attended the meeting either in-person or via webinar, 
representing 46 organizations/companies.   See Appendix A for list of participants.  
 
Documents for Review:  (posted online at http://www.cal-iaq.org/VOC/SPupdate.html) 

1. Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation of Volatile Organic Chemical 
Emissions from Indoor Sources Using Environmental Chambers (SM V1.1), Final 
(Draft) Version (dated January 2010) 

2. Comments and Responses on the Proposed Standard Method V1.1  
(SM2009, draft: 10/19/2009)  

 
Meeting Agenda: 

Kick-off 

o Introductory round robin (delayed to end following set-up difficulties).   
Presentations  

o SP/01350 Update: Progress & Next Steps by Dr. Wenhao Chen, CDPH-IAQ  
(available online at http://www.cal-iaq.org/VOC/SPupdate.html) 

      Registration of Concerns about Remaining Gaps and Needs for SM V2.0   
o Registration of concerns from people attending the meeting in-person. 
o Registration of concerns from people attending the meeting via phone/webinar.   

Wrap Up 

o Closing remarks by Dr. Jed Waldman, CDPH-IAQ 
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B.  Summary of Meeting Discussions 
 
1. Overall Observations on Stakeholder Comments about SM V1.0 and Remaining Gaps 

and Needs for SM V2.0   

Although there were varying positions and concerns expressed by stakeholders, the outcome of 
the meeting was generally encouraging.  Stakeholders uniformly acknowledged the importance 
of maintaining/updating Standard Practice document and indicated their willingness to 
contribute during the continuing development process of the Standard Method (SM).  There was 
general agreement with CDPH’s two-step updating approach (issuing an interim update version, 
SM V1.1, then full update, SM V2.0).  None of stakeholders requested stopping the update 
process.  Key comments are briefly summarized below.  For specific comments made by 
stakeholders during the meeting and supplemental comments received after the meeting, please 
refer to Appendix B.  

· Many stakeholders who had participated the updating process since last October (such 
as Mr. Anthony Bernheim, Mr. Hal Levin, Mr. Al Hodgson, and Mr. Randal Carter) re-
stated their support of the proposed update.  They especially highlighted the addition of 
quality control and guidelines for test labs and certification organizations in Standard 
Method V1.1.  These elements were largely absent in Standard Practice 2004 (or 
Section 01350), and urgently needed due to its wide adoption by various building rating 
systems.     

· Several groups (especially new stakeholders such as Mr. Bob Raymer and Mr. Stan 
Wolfersberger) highlighted the residential component of the proposed SM V1.1.   Their 
major concerns included: (1) some industry groups and state agencies were absent from 
the update process until just recently, and these entities may be significantly impacted if 
the Standard Practice document expands its scope to include residential application; (2) 
CalGreen, the State Green Building Standards, was adopted on January 12, 2010, and it 
addresses certification of some low-emitting materials, wherein many of the 
certification bodies reference the CDPH Standard Practice/Section 01350; and (3) 
product availability and economic impact of this update on CA residential 
construction/building industry need to be understood.  

· Some stakeholders (such as Mr. Tom Lent and Ms. Jan Stensland) fully supported the 
residential scenario in the proposed SM V1.1.   They also supported the use of 100% 
coverage as the model parameter in the Standard Method.   Further, they felt that the 
flexibility regarding the use of partial coverage for residential scenario, as proposed in 
Section 8.4.2, should not be allowed, as it would cause great confusion by allowing a 
wide range of parameters.  It also had the potential to weaken the public health 
protection of the Standard Practice.   

· Some stakeholders (such as Ms. Amy Costello and Ms. Lisa Halko) highlighted the 
proposed maximum allowable concentration of 9 ug/m3 for formaldehyde after Jan 1st, 
2012.  Their major concerns included: (1) the influence of uncertainty associated with 
measurements and experiments, (2) formaldehyde emission from biobased and recycled 
content materials, and (3) the desire for harmonization with other standards, especially 
ARB CompWood ATCM. 
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· Some industry groups raised the concerns that the material quantities (e.g., flooring and 
insulation) and the outdoor air change rate used in the proposed residential scenario 
should be subject to further evaluation.   

· Representatives from the insulation industry showed significantly different positions.   
Mr. Stan Wolfersberger (Owens Corning) expressed serious concerns regarding the 
wall thermal insulation material quantity proposed in office scenario as well as the 
insulation material quantities proposed in residential scenario.  Mr. Bruce Ray (Johns 
Manville) supported what has been proposed in SM V1.1 and requested CDPH-IAQ 
consider an even tighter standard for residential nurseries and for especially sensitive 
individuals.   

· Several new stakeholders (such as California Retailers Association) requested a delay 
in moving forward with the current version of V1.1 so that they can have sufficient time 
(i.e., 2 – 3 months) to review the proposal and then submit comments. They also 
suggested that CDPH-IAQ directly notify all other potentially effected businesses so 
that they too are given a chance to review and comment.   

· Many valuable suggestions were given for the continuous development needs of 
Standard Method V2.0 (and beyond).  Recommendations included:   
o further improving sections related to sample selection, collection, shipping, 

handing, preparation and testing protocol to make sure its scientific integrity.  
o setting allowable limits for additional chemicals of concern (e.g., SVOCs) and/or 

use of TVOC limit. 
o addressing the concerns of, and use by, building design and construction 

community (e.g., architects, interior designers, contractors, etc.). 
o adding scenarios to address exposures in other settings, e.g., vehicle interiors and 

early childhood classrooms (pre-K).   
More details can be found in Appendix B.     

 
2. Action Items Identified at Meeting 

Meeting Participants 

· Submit supplemental clarification comments by February 5th, 2010.  

· Continue to register concerns on remaining gaps and needs for Standard Method V2.0; 

CDPH/IAQ  

· Review stakeholders’ inputs from the meeting and issue resolutions on Standard 
Method V1.1 by mid-February, 2010.  

· Submit Standard Method V1.1 to the Department for final approval according to the 
Department’s non-binding guideline publication policy.  

· Continue to register stakeholders’ concerns on remaining gaps and needs for Standard 
Method V2.0; initiate work activities on V2.0 after issuing the interim update version of 
V1.1.    
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C. Resolution of Comments by CDPH-IAQ staffs 

1. Key Revisions to SM V1.1 

To address the immediate concerns of stakeholders, the CDPH-IAQ staffs will make the 
following key revisions to SM V1.1:  

· Delete the material area and area-specific airflow rates for thermal insulation under the 
subcategories of wall and ceiling & wall in Table 4.5 in Section 4.2.5 (Private office 
scenario).   

· Delete Section 4.2.6 (New single-family residence scenario) and move its major contents 
to an informative appendix. 

· Delete Section 8.4.2 (Certification/verification organizations may adjust the material 
areas or quantities of a product in concentration modeling to account for partial 
coverage or unique conditions provided that the adjustment is consistent with the product 
usage commonly employed in building design and construction practices.  Such 
deviations shall be stated in reports and public claims of compliance, e.g., on certificates 
of compliance).  

· Add an informative appendix regarding new single-family residence scenario; further 
clarify the plan for: (1) defining material area to count for partial coverage of specific 
types of flooring materials, and (2) separating wall insulation versus ceiling insulation.  

 
The revised final version of SM V1.1 (dated Feb, 2010), along with a document change log, will 
be posted online (see http://www.cal-iaq.org/VOC/SPupdate.html). It is our intention to work 
with stakeholders and define a refined residential model as well as a proper wall thermal 
insulation loading for office scenario in SM V2.0.     

We acknowledge there were additional concerns and comments expressed by stakeholders.   
However, in our judgment, these issues, such as the date for adopting the maximum allowable 
concentration of 9 ug/m3 for formaldehyde, do not require a delay in the release of SM V1.1, as 
they can be addressed during the process of developing SM V2.0.  We believe we have the 
support from the majority of stakeholders to release SM V1.1 (February 2010) as it offers 
substantial improvements for the adopting standard organizations and programs to work with. 
The parent standard organizations and programs may choose not to adopt or reference the SM 
V1.1 update, or may choose to implement it in some modified way and in their own time.  

 

2.  Action Items Planned for SM V2.0 

The CDPH-IAQ is committed to completing SM V2.0 in the next year provided there is sufficient 
stakeholder collaboration.  The work activities on SM V2.0 will begin after the interim update 
version of Standard Method V1.1 is formally approved by the Department and issued. The table 
below lists action items planned and the tentative timelines: 
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Action Items Planned for SM V2.0 Timelines 
(tentative) 

Continue to register stakeholders’ concerns on remaining gaps and needs 
for Standard Method V2.0; Generate a full list of development needs. Feb-May 2010 

Organize stakeholder meeting to discuss & prioritize the list of 
development needs and form work groups for specific topics as needed. 

June 2010 

Monitor work group activities. June-Oct 2010 

Organize stakeholder meeting to report the outcomes of each work group 
and discuss how they can/should be included in Standard Method V2.0. Oct-Nov 2010 

Assemble the draft version of Standard Method V2.0 and open a public 
commenting period 

Nov-Dec 2010 

Respond to comments and issue the final version of Standard Method 
V2.0 Jan-Feb 2011 
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APPENDIX A 

Meeting Participants 

 

Name Organization Attend 
Anthony Bernheim AECOM In-person 

Stephany Mason Air Quality Sciences, Inc. Webinar 

Stacey-Ann Taylor American Coatings Association Webinar 

Amy Costello Armstrong World Industries, Inc. Webinar 

Al Hodgson  Berkeley Analytical In-person 

Raja Tannous Berkeley Analytical Associates, LLC Webinar 

Hal Levin Building Ecology Research Group Webinar 

Doug Hensel Ca Dept. of Housing and Community Development Webinar 

Robert Raymer California Building Industry Association Webinar 

Enrique Rodriguez California Building Standards Commission Webinar 

Dan Burgoyne California Department of General Services Webinar 

Greg Dick CalRecycle Webinar 

Jennifer Snyder Capitol Advocacy Webinar 

Ken McIntosh Carpet & Rug Institute Webinar 

Leon Alevantis CDPH Webinar 

Jed Waldman CDPH/IAQ In-person 

Kunning Zhu CDPH/IAQ In-person 

Robert Miller CDPH/IAQ In-person 

Wenhao Chen CDPH/IAQ In-person 

Randy Straight CertatainTeed Insulation Company Webinar 

Ariel Dekovic CHPS Webinar 

Bill Orr CHPS Webinar 

David Burleson Community Playthings Webinar 

Phil Gattis Community Playthings Webinar 

Reinhard Oppl  Eurofins Product Testing Webinar 

Kevin Makarewicz Forbo Flooring Systems In-person 

Sarah Macedo Formaldehyde Council, Inc. Webinar 

Ashlee Cribb Georgia-Pacific Webinar 

Lisa L. Halko Greenberg Traurig, Law firm In-person 

Josh Jacobs GREENGUARD Environmental Institute Webinar 

Kip Howlett Hardwood Plywood and Veneer association Webinar 

Tom Lent  Healthy Building Network In-person 

Larry Dykhuis Herman Miller, Inc. Webinar 

Pat Hooper Hooper Associates In-person 

Jan Stensland  Inside Matters In-person 

Bruce Ray Johns Manville Webinar 

Sandi Black Johns Manville Webinar 

Alex & Steve Mlsna & Trinkel Kimball International Webinar 
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John Cullen Masco Corporation Webinar 

Denise Van Valkenburg Masco Retail Cabinet Group Webinar 

Martin Bennett Materials Analytical Services, LLC (MAS) Webinar 

Mike Clements NICE LLC Webinar 

Cindy Reed NIST Webinar 

Jane Wilson NSF International Webinar 

Richard Lam OEHHA In-person 

Robert Blaisdell  OEHHA In-person 

Doug Vezina Owens Corning Webinar 

Gale Tedhams Owens Corning Webinar 

Ken Gould Owens Corning Webinar 

Stan Wolfersberger Owens Corning - Sustainability Webinar 

Dwayne Fuhlhage PROSOCO, Inc. Webinar 

Bill Freeman Resilient Floor Covering Institute Webinar 

Michael Zimmerman Sauder Woodworking Co. Webinar 

Nicole Munoz Scientific Certification Systems (SCS) In-person 

Stowe Hartridge-Beam  Scientific Certification Systems (SCS) In-person 

Randy Carter Steelcase Inc. Webinar 

Rob Gronner Ticona Webinar 

Mark Mason U.S. EPA Webinar 

David Marr U.S. EPA Webinar 

Charlie Byers USG Corporation Webinar 
  Note: List of webinar participants is per Web-x report. 
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APPENDIX B 

Stakeholder Comments about SM V1.0 and Needs for SM V2.0 
 
B1.    Oral Statements Given at February 1st Meeting 
    (in order of presentation at the meeting) 
 
Mr. Robert Blaisdell, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) 

· We support using 20 ug/m3 - a number lower than ½ of CREL as the maximum allowable 
concentration for acetaldehyde.  The cumulative effects of multiple VOCs are important, for 
which the CREL values do not consider.    

· We also support the timeline proposed by CDPH/IAQ on the adoption of new formaldehyde 
CREL.  

Mr. Richard Lam, Office of Environmental Health Hazard A ssessment (OEHHA) 

· I suggest adding a scenario (automobile interiors) to address vehicle cabin environments in V2.0.  
We need such a scenario because exposure in vehicles constitutes an important part of personal 
exposure.   

Mr. Anthony Bernheim, AECOM & U.S. Green Building Council (Board member)  
I find that the revised document version 1.1 is very well prepared and I want to thank and congratulate the 
CDPH, Jed Waldman and in particular, Wenhao Chen for the excellent work on the update for the 
Standard Method.  I do have a few comments on the document: 

· While the Standard Method speaks to the various stakeholders and interested parties to indoor air 
quality, it fails to address the concerns of and use by the building design and construction 
community (architects, interior designers, engineers, contractors, etc.).  The document will 
benefit by the addition of a new section, possibly at the beginning that explains in easy to 
understand terms what this standard means to design and construction professionals, how they 
might use it, how to interpret the information provided by manufacturers to design professionals 
regarding conformance with the standard. 

· It would also be valuable to explain to building sponsors and building operators (owners, 
developers, public agencies, etc.) the value of this standard from their perspective. 

· Where references and other guidelines are cited in the standard, it would be helpful for this 
standard to state the standard or guideline and then to give the website reference.  It is helpful to 
the user of this standard to have all the information in one place and to not have to go searching 
for it elsewhere. 

· Design professionals use materials in an assembly.  When we test materials (e.g. for fire rating) 
we have them tested in an assembly similar to that used on the actual project site to learn how 
they will perform.  Therefore I would advocate from a design professional’s perspective, we need 
to know how a product will perform in an assembly similar to that in which it will be installed, 
from an emission and VOC concentration perspective.  (e.g. carpet with adhesive on concrete 
slab, paint with primer on gypsum board or metal doors, etc.)  

· Third party certification for conformance with the standard is good, but it is better for the design 
professional to have the actual test report from the laboratory to show that the product conforms 
with the standard. 

· Some thoughts for issues to be covered in the next version 2.0: 
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a) While this standard is designed to protect building occupant health from long-term exposure 
to VOCs, the standard should also include protections from VOC  exposure on the job site to 
workers installing the products. 

b) The standard should also include the protections from VOC exposure to workers and building 
occupants during touch up and minor repairs.  This includes short term exposures particularly 
to containerized (wet) products. 

c) The standard should be expanded to include more than just VOCs so that it takes a more 
integrated and holistic approach to IAQ source control.  The standard will need to address 
SVOCs, MVOCs, Inorganic Gasses (e.g. ozone) and particulate matter at some time in the 
future.  

Ms. Lisa L. Halko, Greenberg Traurig Law firm  
Thanks for inviting me to the meeting. My major comments are the following: 

· CDPH should outline its plans for future regulation and/or rulemaking related to its emission 
testing guidelines. 

· The update of this Standard Practice document has to coordinate with other standards. For 
example, it needs to be checked to see whether it is comparable to ARB CompWood ATCM. 

Mr. Stowe Hartridge-Beam, Scientific Certification Systems (SCS) 

· Thanks for getting the v1.1 revision to this point; it is timely and imperative that this revision be 
released as soon as possible. SCS comments previously submitted were addressed adequately 

· For v2.0, I see three key things regarding scenarios to prioritize 
a) Early Childhood Classrooms (pre-K) 
b) Automobile Interiors 
c) Continued refinement of the residential scenarios, to include cabinetry, countertops, furniture, 

etc. 

Ms. Pat Hooper, Hooper Associates 

· I am glad to see that the Standard Method V1.1 now references and is harmonizing with ISO 
standards.  

· I agree with Dr. Richard Lam that V2.0 should consider the addition of vehicle environment 
scenario.   

Ms. Jan Stensland, Inside Matters 

· I fully support CDPH/IAQ’s efforts.   

· I'm concerned that there was still no mention of how to address SVOCs.  I'm also concerned 
about allowing the loading factor adjustment to count for partial coverage of products because 
there is no real 'average' in homes.     

Mr. Al Hodgson, Berkeley Analytical 

· The CA Std. Practice has become the de facto VOC emission test method and criteria document 
for North America.  The Std. Practice is cited in LEED, CHPS, and other building rating systems.  
It is now written into the CA Green Building Standard.  This revision of the Std. Practice is 
needed so these building rating systems and building standards can continue to use the Std. 
Practice. 

· This new revision includes sections that establish quality standards for the participating 
laboratories and guidelines for manufacturer's claims and certification program claims that are the 
foundation of the low emitting product sections of the rating systems and standards. 
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· We owe the CA Dept. of Public Health a debt of gratitude for taking on the difficult task of 
updating the Std. Method. 

Mr. Tom Lent, Healthy Building Network  

· I concern about the revised maximum allowable concentration (70 ug/m3) for acetaldehyde, 
which seems very high. 

· I think that the original DPH proposal to establish 100% coverage as the parameter basis for 
modeling residential floorings is correct and should be the only allowable floor coverage 
parameter to use in association with the Standard Method. Allowing flexibility as proposed in 
Section 8.4.2 threatens the health protective tolerances of the standard and threatens the 
legitimacy of the standard. 

· I think that V2.0 should address other known chemicals of concerns such as SVOCs.  

Mr. Reinhard Oppl, Eurofins Product Testing 

· Quality criteria for certifiers and test labs: Maybe not strict enough, but much better than before. 
This must in any case NOT be dropped during further editing, as this is too essential for 
promoting fair practice in the market. 

· Limit values:  When you set limits only for some 40-50 volatile chemicals then there remain very 
many individual VOCs without limit that may be part of VOC emissions in reality (okay - other 
ones of these VOCs will never appear in real tests). Excessive exposure to these could be possible 
while the product still complies with Section 01350 - I want to question whether such situation is 
desirable. In Europe we are having limit values for 160-200 individual VOCs, depending on 
which country you look at. As many of the VOCs without CREL are not of very high concern, 
you may not need to regulate all of these with new CRELs, and the easiest way of handling this 
issue is to set a limit value for TVOC. Without such TVOC limit, Section 01350 will be a much 
weaker specification than European ones such as EMICODE, Blue Angel, AgBB etc. 

· Harmonization: Many large manufacturers produce good low emitting products and sell these 
world-wide - but each country does not accept the proof that another country does accept, and 
vice versa. This is not justified because we talk of exactly the same characteristics, and it makes 
life very expensive for those companies that produce low VOC emitting products. As scientists 
never will agree on limit values across the borders, it would be very helpful if at least some 
details of test method would be harmonized much better than in present draft, such that you can 
use one test for writing different test reports for different regions. This would require more 
flexibility in parameters such as chamber loading factor, chamber ventilation rate, details of test 
specimen preparation, acceptance of test results at other time points (if the product is clearly 
below limit values with quite some safety distance) and some more. We should be glad to assist 
and contribute to such better harmonization in next version. 

· Residential scenario:  Please do NOT allow flexibility in how to calculate and report test results 
for residential scenario. Section 01350 has strong impact on market and there must be 
unambiguous criteria for accepting or rejecting a product for avoiding misuse of Section 01350. 
You may take a look at European reference room in forthcoming CEN TC 351 standard as clear 
and easy to use exposure scenario. 

Mr. Bob Raymer, California Building Industry Association 

· CalGreen has just been approved in January. While I recognize the DPH position that this process 
simply involves the updating of a “non-binding guidance” document, I hope you understand that 
from our perspective, DPH 1350 is for all intents and purposes, a formal standard.   

· Why a very low ventilation rate of 0.23ACH is chosen for the residential scenario? I am familiar 
with Mr. Offermann’s study on home ventilation rate measurements.  Because of this study, the 



Summary of the 2nd Public Meeting on SP Update (February 1st, 2010)  02/11/2010  

 Page 11 of 23 

state building standards have been updated to require 0.35 air change per hour.  Therefore, 
ventilation rate around 0.35ACH should be used.  

· When moving forward with this update process, all the potentially effected businesses and 
stakeholders need to be informed and given sufficient time for comments.  

Mr. Josh Jacobs, Greenguard Environmental Institute (GEI)  

· We appreciate all the work that Dr. Chen and CDPH has put into this update and we thank you 
for the opportunity to be involved.  The controversy surrounding the residential model is a 
concern to us as we don’t want the whole update to be delayed due to concerns about that one 
section.  Section 8.4.2 is going to start more controversy and it might be better to fill out the 
residential model with more realistic, vetted and attainable data so that no one is accusing anyone 
else of trying to skirt the system. 

· We would like to see the next version become truly protective of human health by going beyond 
34 chemicals. With more than 11,000 potential chemicals coming off products today, this group 
needs to do better to protect individuals. 

Mr. Stan Wolfersberger & Ms. Gale Tedhams, Owens Corning  

· The residential scenario needs further consideration: (1) thermal insulation is generally installed 
at least 60 – 90 days prior to completion.  Using emission test results at 14 days for this scenario 
is overly conservative;  (2) insulation material has to meet both thermal/acoustic performance 
criteria and low-emission criteria simultaneously.  The availability and practicality of products 
have to be considered.    

· In the Standard Practice 2004 document, the office scenario only has ceiling insulation loading.  
In the proposed SM V1.1, wall insulation is also listed in the office scenario. However, the area 
of wall insulation calculated by directly using the current office dimension is unrealistically high 
and should be reconsidered.       

Mr. Hal Levin, Building Ecology Research Group 
I am Hal Levin, Building Ecology Research Group, Santa Cruz, California. I claim to be the primary 
author of the original Section 01350 and of the State's office workstation specification, an important 
predecessor step leading to the content of Section 01350.  

· I agree with a very large number of the comments I have heard, including especially high praise 
for Wenhao's work and the contributions of others to the revisions, and to Jed Waldman for 
undertaking to support this revision effort. 

· I disagree with a previous comment that due to state building standards, ventilation rates in 
houses will be at least 0.35 air change per hour. Many studies have shown a very low correlation 
between code-established ventilation rates and actual measured rates in buildings, both 
commercial and residential. 

· I know from my experience as the founding chairman and chair for 21 years of ASTM 
Subcommittee D22.05 on Indoor Air that developing this type of standard will meet fierce, 
persistent opposition. We tried to move something like 01350 through the ASTM process and 
there was opposition on many accounts. The trend to industry groups' developing their own 
standards rather than submitting to more science-based, consensus standards presents an even 
bigger challenge today than in the past.  

· I consider 01350 my "baby," but the baby is now becoming a teenager, and every parent knows 
how difficult it is to raise a teenager with all the difficulties and challenges in the search for its 
own identity. I think the Version 1.1 draft is a big step forward, and I encourage adoption. 
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Mr. Randy Carter, Steelcase Inc. 
I am the Principal Engineer of Codes & Approvals for Steelcase Inc., the world’s largest manufacturer of 
office furnishings.  I am a member of the USGBC EQ TAG and related IEQ working groups with Al 
Hodgson and others on this call responsible for working on the LEED 2012 revisions.  I am also chair of 
the BIFMA Furniture Emissions Subcommittee and a member of the ASTM D22.05 and CHPS technical 
committees. 

· As one of the majority of stakeholders who made time for this update work when it started last 
year, I support the release of version 1.1 as documented today.   Version 1.1 brings many 
improvements that benefit all stakeholders.  Given the public announcement of this work in April 
2009, I am surprised and disappointed that some stakeholders were so late to the table.  However, 
I am encouraged by the increased participation as I am confident that everyone’s comments and 
input will ultimately improve the standard. 

· Concerns have been raised about the proposed update negatively affecting harmonization.  I 
believe the harmonization and transparency of VOC emissions requirements for products in North 
America are now better than ever.  This is due in large part to the 2004 Standard Practice being 
accepted by so many programs and standards.  This widening acceptance of the 2004 version 
increases the need for this interim update, which has been developed openly and thoughtfully, as 
evidenced by the website postings, letters to stakeholders, meetings, public comments, and 
responses.   

· It is clear the residential scenario is urgently needed, as evidenced by the large number of 
companies and programs making claims of residential IAQ compliance based on the 2004 version 
of the standard practice, which of course does not address residential environments.   

· Concern has been expressed that the interim update would immediately affect the standards and 
programs that have adopted the 2004 version.  I am open to evidence to the contrary, but so far I 
believe all standards that reference the 2004 standard practice will have to be updated before they 
actually are affected by the v1.1 update, as these standards reference the 2004 version and/or refer 
to the “Standard Practice” not the “Standard Method”.  Of course, the parent standard 
organizations and programs may choose not to adopt or reference the v1.1 update, or may choose 
to modify the implementation in some way.   Therefore the release of version 1.1 offers 
improvements for the adopting standard organizations and programs to consider and potentially 
implement in their own time. �

Ms. Amy Costello, Armstrong World Industries, Inc. 
Armstrong World Industries is concerned that the following two comments which were included in our 
November 13, 2009 letter were not adequately addressed:   

· Uncertainty with measurements and testing.  When CDPS re-typed our comments, they left out 
the six (6) references that were included in our original letter.  These reputable journal references 
support our concerns that inter-laboratory reproducibility and intra-laboratory repeatability range 
from 25% to 60% in relative standard deviation.  For this reason, we are concerned that the 
proposed maximum allowable concentration 9 ug/m3 for formaldehyde after Jan 1st,2012 is within 
the error/noise of the laboratory test.   

· Several commenters including Armstrong raised concerns regarding biobased and recycled 
content materials (i.e., formaldehyde emission from natural wood products).  As written, the 
standard method does not address or include an exception for these materials and may force 
consumers to choice between a low emitting product and a biobased/recycled content product.     
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Mr. Ray Bruce, Johns Manville 

· A comment was made to the effect that qualifying insulation products must meet both the thermal 
and acoustic performance requirements and the emissions impacts limitations.  JM noted that its 
building insulation does currently meet both the performance and emissions impact requirements 
(including the new 7 ppb CREL for formaldehyde). 

· JM urged the CDPH to adopt the residential scenario now and without delay because absence of 
an open and transparent residential scenario is a serious deficiency in the current ES-1350 
program. Several manufacturers are making very inappropriate and misleading claims around 
compliance with ES-1350 in a residential environment, especially for a nursery, when in reality 
their product emission impacts were calculated for an office or classroom – where the effective 
ventilation rate can provide four- to five-times more dilution air than in a new residential 
environment. 

· During 2010, CDPH and the stakeholders should consider an even tighter standard for residential 
nurseries and for especially sensitive individuals (e.g., elderly, asthmatics, infants).  This is 
important as infants and children are subject to higher exposures to indoor air pollution because 
they tend to have higher respiration rates per unit of body mass. CDPH may also want to address 
directly comments from ARB about how using median-based assumptions are not a health-
protective as using, e.g., the 10th percentile or 90th percentile as appropriate.  

· JM has been part of the stakeholder process since before the October 2009 public meeting, having 
found out about the process via list serves and Google alerts.  Thus, JM found it difficult to 
understand why some parties joined only after all comments had been received and responded to. 

· It is important to keep in mind that, unlike the ARB CompWood ATCM, SM-2010 is not a 
mandatory regulation that sets minimum requirements but instead a totally voluntary program 
where manufacturers are free to participate or not. 

Mr. Doug Hensel, California Department of Housing and Community Development 

· Thank you for inviting me to this meeting.  I now better understand your major intentions for this 
update.  It is clear that the Standard Practice 2004 document does not have a residential scenario 
model.  We need to check with CHPS, CRI and you to better understand how adding such a 
model will influence the product availability.  

· Regarding the maximum allowable concentration for formaldehyde, it needs to be checked to see 
whether it is comparable to ARB CompWood ATCM.  

· For other residential scenarios to be considered in SM V2.0, it should be noted that manufactured 
home is regulated differently than other types of homes (single-family home, multi-family home, 
etc.).  They are required to meet different standards. 

· The most important concern I have is that we must find out whether and how this update may 
influence CA construction/building industry, especially under the current economic situations. 

Mr. Charlie Byers, USG Corporation 

· I have some concerns regarding the sections related to sample selection, collection, shipping, 
handing, preparation and testing protocol.  These sections need to be critically reviewed by the 
four commercial labs plus the EPA emission test lab to make sure its scientific integrity.  I don’t 
mean to slow down this interim update process.  If this cannot be done within this interim update 
process, it should at least be considered when preparing SM V2.0.   
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B2.   Written Statements Received as of February 5, 2010  
               (in alphabetic order of organization’s name)   

 
Mr. Bob Raymer, California Building Industry Association  
The following comments are submitted on behalf of the California Building Industry Association, the 
California Apartment Association and the California Business Properties Association.  
  
We welcome the opportunity to provide comments and we appreciate the fact that the Department of 
Public Health has focused a great deal of time and effort on the update of this testing method (1350). 
  However, as we have indicated over the past two weeks, there are many groups, interested parties and 
several key state agencies that have been absent from this process, and all of these entities have a 
substantial interest in the issue of indoor air quality and the methods devised by the state for testing that 
indoor air quality.   For the record, I am resubmitting the two emails I have forwarded earlier for the 
benefit of the others on this email exchange. 
 
While I recognize the DPH position that this process simply involves the updating of a “non-binding 
guidance” document by DPH and as such, DPH is not bound by the requirements of California 
Administrative Law ) regarding public notice/review and comment), I hope you understand that from our 
perspective, DPH 1350 is for all intents and purposes, a formal standard.  DPH 1350 (and its related 
testing protocols) will indeed be used, verbatim, by other state agency and private sector entities as a rigid 
and well-defined testing “rule”.  Given past practice, such agencies as the Department of Housing and 
Community Development and the California Building Standards Commission have not questioned the 
validity of the technical content of DPH 1350, nor have they questioned whether or not an adequate 
public process was conducted by DPH in the development of the various iterations of 1350; the fact is, 
they have made the assumption that this standards was developed via the usual administrative process 
associated with all of the other state agency work-products so often referenced in the state building 
standards.  
 
This concern was highlighted by the comment of one of the callers on the line during Monday’s 
conference call wherein he indicated that a testing protocol such as this would receive hundreds, if not 
thousands of comments were it to undergo the consensus process conducted by ASTM or ANSI.  I agree 
that reaching consensus by either of these rigorous national certification entities would take substantial 
time and effort, however, but it also allows for a very full and public vetting of the technical content.  We 
recognize that DPH will not be going through that national process; however, DPH needs to insure a 
thorough public review and comment is afforded to those who will be impacted by DPH’s testing 
protocol.  A case in point, when the DPH working group decided in late-October to expand application of 
1350 to add the entire residential sector to the scope of 1350, no one from CBIA, CAA, CBPA, HCD or 
BSC was aware of such a proposal, and they certainly did not concur with that decision.  We believe 
that all of the key entities could have valuable information and comments to share with DPH as they 
update their standards. 
 
As such, we are formally requesting the Department of Public Heath to refrain from expanding the 
scope of 1350 (or related testing guidelines) to include the residential sector until such time that we 
have all had adequate time to review related documents and provide DPH with comments.  It is 
clear that this testing protocol will be enjoying expanded use by public and private sector entities in the 
coming years, so we need to adequately address the impact of your proposals.  
 
We thank you for you time on this issue and look forward to working with DPH as they update these 
important Indoor Air Quality testing tools.  
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Ms. Pamela B. Williams, California Retailers Association (new stakeholder after Feb 1st, 2010) 
The California Retailers Association has recently become aware of the California Department of Public 
Health’s (CDPH) proposal to update Section 01350, California’s Standard Practice for the Testing of 
Volatile Organic Emissions from Various Sources Using Small-Scale Environmental Chambers. We 
understand that the Department is proposing an interim update that will be effective immediately and a 
more complete and refined update that would become effective in January 2011. We also believe that 
although the Department has not yet issued the interim update that it intends to do so by February 15th.  
 
Changes such as the application of the Standard to new homes, proposed in the interim version of the 
updated Standard, could significantly adversely impact availability of products sold in California’s retail 
stores.  We are concerned that the new testing standards – effective immediately – would prevent many 
products from being sold in this State, thus hurting retail stores in California.  Therefore, we are 
requesting that the release of the update be delayed until stakeholders are able to review and understand 
the proposal and then submit comments. We also suggest that the Department directly notify other 
potentially effected businesses so that they too are given a chance to review and comment on the 
proposed changes.  
 
The California Retailers Association is a trade association representing major California department 
stores, mass merchandisers, supermarkets, chain drug and convenience stores, as well as specialty 
retailers such as auto, book and home improvement stores. Our members have more than 9,000 stores in 
California and account for more than $100 billion in sales annually.  
 
We look forward to working with the Department to address the concerns of CRA’s industry partners.  
Thank you for your consideration of our position. 
 
Mr. Frank Hurd, Carpet and Rug Institute (CRI)  
I would like to complement you and Jed for the very open and transparent manner the process has 
followed.  From my standpoint you both have done a superb job in including all stakeholder comments 
and concerns.    
  
While I agree we more or less had a positive reaction to a residential model at the in-person meeting last 
year, I think the concerns arose when the details were better understood.  In particular the exchange rate 
based on a single study.  I have attached an article dealing with air exchange rate (that included CA 
homes)  that seems to indicate a much higher number than what you are basing the exchange rate in 
residential model.  I do not claim that the results of this attached study is the complete answer but use it to 
point out we may need to do some more research before we can come up with a model that truly reflects 
the real world.   
  
I look forward to continued engagement with CDPH. 
 
Mr. Josh Jacobs, Greenguard Environmental Institute (GEI)  
GREENGUARD Environmental Institute would like to thank the staff of California Department of Public 
Health (CDPH) and in particular Dr. Wenhao Chen, for their on-going and tireless efforts to update this 
test methodology. We have been honored and excited to be a part of the process and we are energized to 
move forward on further improvements to this document. We look forward to working with Dr. Chen on 
the ANSI NSF/GEI Health-Based Product Emissions standard. We hope that this project will help not 
only the State of California, but the rest of the country protect building occupants.  
 
 1) Our main concern with this version is the controversy surrounding the residential model. The proposed 
residential model, while a good start, has neither been fully developed nor vetted adequately. Clause 8.4.2 
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allows certification programs and manufacturers to arbitrarily set product loadings, yet CDPH is selecting 
an air change rate that is extremely conservative and significantly lower than that required by CA building 
code.  There is other study data available to support a higher air change rate for the residential model. The 
EPA has a 2009 draft update to the Exposure Factors Handbook which includes data from numerous 
studies and leads them to conclude that 0.45 air changes per hour is typical for residences. In addition, a 
paper from Indoor Air July 27, 2009, which references a study of approximately 500 residential air 
exchange rate in three major US metropolitan areas in NJ, TX and CA. The overall median air exchange 
rate in these homes was 0.71 air changes per hour. Thus, we recommend that CDPH settle on an air 
change rate that is more consistent with the existing building stock and require set areas for all product 
loadings. Additionally, many potentially high emitting products have not been addressed at all, for 
example cribs or juvenile furniture. If this model becomes too controversial it could affect the rest of the 
update from being allowed to move forward and there are many valuable updates throughout the rest of 
the document that need to be done to allow them to be stopped due to a new addition.  
 
2)  Our main goals for version 2.0 will be to ensure that better developed and ‘fuller’ environments are 
put in place and that the program becomes truly protective of human health and looks at more than 34 
chemicals. With more than 11,000 potential chemicals coming off of products, this test method needs to 
do better if it is to claim that it is protective of the indoor environment. With CDPH claiming that they 
want to be as protective of the citizens of California as possible, we would hope that we can look outside 
of the California border to the utilize ideas and principles from around the globe that are being more 
protective. 
 
Mr. Tom Lent, Healthy Building Network  
The Healthy Building Network feels that the original DPH proposal to establish 100% coverage as the 
parameter basis for modeling residential floorings is correct and should be the only allowable floor 
coverage parameter to use in association with the Standard Method. Allowing flexibility as proposed in 
Section 8.4.2 threatens the health protective tolerances of the standard and threatens the legitimacy of the 
standard. I will present five issues of concern that all lead to this conclusion.  
 
1) Using an “average” house floor coverage makes the residential scenario substantially less health 
protective than the current school and office scenarios.   
To understand how this would work, let’s play out the implications of a leading proposal. One 
suggestions is to use a set of average coverage percentages from the “U.S. FLOOReport, 2010 Edition”: 

Carpet 52.50 % 
Ceramic 16.80% 
Wood 15.40% 
Vinyl 12.30% 
Laminate 3.00%  

 
The implication is that coverage for modeling for certification for a resilient floor would be set at only 
12.3% floor coverage. This of course would mean that the emission thresholds (per square foot of 
flooring)to attain the certification would be almost an order of magnitude higher – specifically more than 
8 times higher - than under the proposed DPH 100% coverage proposal. This actually will make it 
substantially easier to pass the residential scenario than the office or school scenario. A resilient flooring 
product modeled for the residential scenario will be allowed to emit at more than twice the rate of one 
modeled for the school scenario and over three times the rate for the office scenario and still fall under the 
modeled concentration rate. We know the current version of the standard is not sufficiently protective for 
residential settings. Do not allow it to be used in ways that are even less protective, Given what we know 
about current formaldehyde levels in new and existing homes this would be make the standard 
meaningless. 
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2) Using an “average” house floor coverage puts occupants of a house that departs from the 
average on the high side at risk. Covering only one quarter of the flooring area with a resilient floor 
product that just barely passes under the 1/2 CREL standard on any one VOC would make the 
contribution from the flooring alone sufficient to bring the whole house average concentration of that 
chemical up to the CREL before any other sources are considered. 
 
3) Using an “average” house floor coverage makes unsupported assumptions about ventilation and 
mixing in houses. Older houses renovated or remodeled with these products can be assumed not to have 
any continuous ventilation system to provide even mixing of emissions through out the house to insure 
dilution to the average. Anyone who is spending a long time in one room covered with the product (for 
example in a bedroom, playing in a nursery or working in a home office) in will be exposed to levels 
much closer to those modeled by 100% coverage than by the 12.3% of the “average” house. Even for the 
small minority of the housing stock that is newly built under the new codes mandating ventilation, it is 
rather unlikely that many of the systems will continue to work at design efficiencies in many houses  
  
4) Using an “average” house floor coverage ignores the additive contribution from other flooring . 
This may be the issue that will lead to the most widespread damage from the proposal reduced coverage 
scenario. If each of the five flooring types are allowed to contribute up to ½ the CREL for the total space, 
then the protocol will allow up to 2.5 times the CREL (and 5 times the CREL for formaldehyde) before 
even accounting for emissions from the other non flooring products in the building.  
 
5) Allowing multiple scenarios for the same building type (Section 8.4.2) will cause confusion and 
devalue the Standard. Custom parameters can be very useful for individual building modeling (Anthony 
Bernheim’s original intent) but are totally inappropriate for an industry certification system. If the 
standard is not applied consistently by each certifying agency, then the certifications will have no 
consistent meaning leading to confusion in the industry. The problems described in the four items above 
will result in 01350 based standards no longer being clearly leadership standards. The problems noted 
above will also force us to work to remove un-protective 01350 based standards from reference in at least 
the residential green building standards where it has started to be referenced. This will also lead to 
suspicion about the validity of the related commercial standards. We will probably have to demote 
reference to the 01350 standard in the Pharos building material assessment tool, at least where it could be 
applied to residential products, and research carefully what those organizations that are modifying the 
scenarios are doing to their commercial applications. All of this will be quite detrimental to the reputation 
of the 01350 standard. This would be truly unfortunate after all these years of work to build its usefulness 
and embed it in the industry.   
 
In conclusion: A residential scenario is desperately needed in V1.1 and it is important that it be clear and 
unambiguous. This requires the following: 
 

* There can be only one residential scenario allowed for certification purposes  
* The one scenario should establish 100% coverage for all flooring.  

 
Anything less than that will undermine the 01350 reputation and make even worse the current situation in 
which the standard is being used in ways that are not protective of health in residential settings. Many 
people are counting on the V1.1 to clear up current confusion in the residential sector use of the Standard. 
DPH should make a clear public statement accompanying this release that it is totally inappropriate to 
make claims in the residential market that reference the Standard Method or 01350 or a 01350 derived 
certification program without using the residential modeling parameters established in the SM 2009 V1.1.  
 
Thank you again for your excellent work.  
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Mr. Ray Bruce, Johns Manville 
In addition, Johns Manville notes the following with regard to the issue of acoustic insulation:  
 
The October 2009 draft proposed a residential scenario thermal insulation loading of 284 m2. JM pointed 
out that there is also interior wall acoustic insulation: 

· Per the NAHB, the amount of acoustic insulation installed in an average new home today is 10 
m2.  Thus, the average new home should have total base loading of 295 m2 of insulation. 

· A partial acoustic insulation upgrade would increase this base amount by an approx. additional 
300 m2. 

· A full acoustic insulation upgrade would increase this base amount by an approx. additional 350 
m2. 

 
On the issue of how to test fiber glass insulation mass emissions, CDPH had the following resolution – 
“We have adopted the recommendation of placing fiberglass batt insulation and other types of insulation 
in a stainless steel tray of appropriate depth for chamber testing”.   However, such a tray would not be 
appropriate for acoustic insulation, which would emit from both sides because it is installed in an interior 
wall where there is no vapor retarder.  Thus, acoustic insulation should either:  

· Be tested without a tray, or 
· If tested in a tray, the resulting mass emission rate should be doubled 
· This will also prevent any misleading claims about acoustic insulation passing the SM-2010 in a 

residential environment. 
 
Mr. Ken Gould, Owens Corning  
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Mr. Bill Freeman, Resilient Floor Covering Institute (RFCI)  
Congratulations to Wenhao and Jed for an excellent job in updating Section 1350.  
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Although there remains some concern over the new residential scenario section of the revised Section 
1350, we support going forward now with the publication of the revised document. 
 
We also strongly support the inclusion of Section 8.4.2 which allows for the adjustment of the loading 
factors based on documented information reflecting typical product usage in a residence. As an example 
of why this section is appropriate, the current residential model indicates that for purposes of calculating 
emissions concentrations the entire residence’s floor space (2,269 square feet out of 2,272 total square 
feet) is covered with resilient flooring. The amount of resilient flooring in a residence is far less than 
100%. 
 
Mr. Troy Holbrook, United Subcontractors Inc. (new stakeholder, since Feb 1st, 2010) 
USI has recently become aware of the California Department of Health’s proposal to update Section 
01350, California’s Standard Practice for the Testing of Volatile Organic Emissions from Various 
Sources Using Small-Scale Environmental Chambers. We understand that the Department is proposing an 
interim update that will be effective immediately and a more complete and refined update that would 
become effective in January, 2011. We also believe that although the Department has not yet issued the 
interim update that you intend to do so by the middle of February.  
 
Changes such as the application of the Standard to new homes, proposed in the interim version of the 
updated Standard, could significantly, adversely impact USI. As such, we are requesting that the release 
of the update be delayed until we are able to review and understand the proposal and then submit 
comments. We also suggest that the Department directly notify other potentially effected businesses so 
that they too are given a chance to review and comment on the proposed changes.  
Please let me know whether we will be able to work with you to make the proposed revision acceptable to 
small business.  
 
Mr. Charlie Byers, USG Corporation 

 



Summary of the 2nd Public Meeting on SP Update (February 1st, 2010)  02/11/2010  

 Page 22 of 23 

 

 
 
 
 

  



Summary of the 2nd Public Meeting on SP Update (February 1st, 2010)  02/11/2010  

 Page 23 of 23 

 
 

   
   


