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I would like to elaborate a little on one of Ken's comments. During
this hearing, or at least the part of it I have attended, positions
‘have been. stated by a number of participants against NIU3H testing of
prototvpe equipment. I would like to suggest that WIC3H should
accept for testing at least two types of prototype eguipment:

- non-production items, as fabricated and after field use, for.
which no certification criteria or performance test methods
vet exist

- proauc*lon items as fabricated, with a successful use history
cutside the U.3. -

Submissions of frotc es should be accompaniad bv documentatio
depongtrates that thn roduct crovides adeguate protection and
vice reliability. Prioritj 1_cht be given to products which a
ed to meeb an mneroizg end-use need. Frrototyvpe submissicons o
no certification protcocols vet exist could be accompanied by suggestions
for appropriate approval criteria and performance tést methods.

Regquests by actual or potential users for NICS!

o eya.lnatlon of thess
classes of preototvpes might also te made a conditi

Oﬂ cf subnission.

otvges wh

NIOSH might specially encourage submission =7 wmtriad p
purpot to offer needed protection agalinst newly identi
hazards, and in particular, those end uses for which th
may be small or unﬁrofltablc, if a manufactursr has to oear tnm
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In 2ccepting and reviewing product protctvees ~I03H might also orovide
guidance to manufacturers who mayv De trving to select one of severzal ex=
perimental products to e marketed for a specified end use. Certainly .
input from a certifyving agency with experience in testing and approving
cccupational health and safety products would ke invaluable = to all

concerned.

2y examining prototvyves wnich are in fact ‘production items with a suc-
cessful history of use'outside the U.3,, NIO3H might be able to acceler-
ate the product anproval OCESb, while Stl;l assuring that products
used in this country w~aaarc up to U.3. requirements.

Tor new types of occupational ! ealtn and safety products NIC3H prototlwe
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‘testing could serve as the basis for .establishing which test methods
and what performance criteria should be used for developing pre-
approval submission data - the Functlonal basis on ‘which certification-
would be based. :

Finally, if only manufacturers and NIOSH were to have experienced per-
sonnel and appropriate test facilities - as would be the case under
options 1, 2 and 4 ~ there would be no onnortunlty for a manufacturer
or marketlng organization -to confirm its Droprletarv technical evalua-
tions of product performance unless NIOSH were to accept prototype
submissions for testing. :

The value of product prototype testing by NIOSH would certainly be
severely undermined if no discussion of NIOSH prototype test results
were possible. Furthermore, since at least some portion of prototype
submissions would be products for which no certification criteriz or
test methods then existed, detailed discussion of the results of the
NIQOSH evaluation seems an inescapable, -nagural cconsegusnce.

There'is a second area on which I would like to offer comment = one
that does not seem to have been touched on at all in’ these hearings,
at least thus far — publication of test results.

There are at least three types of test reSults for which publication |
of some sort deserves consideration:

Publication of the results of prototvoe testing conducted oy a
certifying agency should be voluntary and rmatually agreeanle to
both the agency and the party making the submission - in both
content and publication vehicle. Since the organization making
the submission may very well consider the results of prototvype
testing proprietary - and will have paid for the service, the
submitter should initiate any prooosal Lor publication of test
data.

In the interest of providing users of occupztional health and
safety products a higher level of confidence in certified eguip-.
ment, approval test deta should be published by the certifving
agency. Fowever, applicants must be glveq the opportunity to
‘_’5'.'1.'_"'-:', contest and//or acpsil datz LJL‘A-U.:. e L.n..../..r..a.Cm\.J.Uu. baca
~publication should occur within the same time frame in which
product apvrovals are granted, but certifications shouid not ne
delayed until data is published. Certification might, heowever,
inciude a date no later than which test data would be published.
There does not appear to be anv special value in automatically
publishing test results for submitials in which certification
~1s denied. However, there way be implications here beyond the
"U.S. market which need closer examination.

. Field audit data based on standard performance criteria and test
methods should be vuklished regardless of the outcome, *after
manufacturers and/cr users have had an opportunity to review,

contest and/or avpeal the findings. 2esults of any portions of
field augits fhlcn utilize tentatlue‘gbst methods or wrorvosed
criteria should be handled as prototype test data - that is,

published by mutual agreement only.




Nowhere has NIO;H or other lnterested parties indicated, in connection
with this hearlng at least, what mode of data Dubllcatlon is envisioned.
The range is quite broad - Federal Reglster notices, Journal artlcles,.;'

- NIOSE documents or bulletins, lndustry Newsletters, trade magazine

features, periodic Testing adn Certif ication reports (similar to the
Certified Eculpment and approval Number publlcatlons) Or even press
releases with computer. print—-outs of test data attached.

The publication mode or modes which will best serve users is probably

yet to be identified. Furthermore the most appropriate publication

route may depend on whether data relates to prototype, approval or
field audit test results. ,

The form of published data should also be considered. Fublication of
raw test data would be meaningful to a very limited number of users
while publication of results only in terms of Uass/fall does not really
add much to certification credibility. ' However, since certifications
are issued on the basis of minimum performance criteria, publication

of qualltatlvely descriptive results which indicate significant differ-
ences in end-use performance could be very helpful to users in making
equlpment selections. Devices would be evaluated for certification
against a battery of perforrance criteria. L51ng gualitative ratings
would serve to highlight stong or wmarginal perfcrmance characteristics
of particular products. Aiso, these gqualitative ratings- would be
dlrectlv reiated to a specified.range of quantltatlv%rvalues obtained

in standard performance tests.

.

This approach would be a step forward in educatlna users and in increas-
ing their confidence in certified occumatlonal health and safety pro-

ducts.

Thank You.




