1, Task Number 2. Investigator's 1D
090528CBB1741 9102 EPIDEMIOLOGIC
3, Office Code 4, Data of Accidont 5, Date inftiated INVESTIGATION
YR MO DAY YR MO DAY REPORT
810 2009 05 14 2009 05 29
6. Synopsis of Accidant or Complaint UPC 0-81999-10522-8

The family moved Into their home in October 2006 and had 16 move out in April 2009 due to the il health affects from
the tainted drywall. The owner of the home cut holes in his walls to discover that the drywall was imported from
Canada by an American Company and was & medium gray color, The homes two alr conditioners colls had both been
replaced twice. Chrome fixtures were pitted and electrical wiring was turning black.

s 1y

COMMENTS: __YES.__NO
%’EMULED; _...m;cm‘.n
XCISIONSFOLA Kag 3 TH

—DONOT RE-NOTIFY, -NOTIFY

7. Locatlon (Home, School, etc) 8. City : 9. Stato
1-HOME CLERMONT ' : Ft

10A. First Product 10B. Trade/Brand Name oo Modal Mumbar
1876 - House Structures, Repair Or DRYWALL

10D. }(b}3):.CPSA Section 6(b)

11A, Second Product Not Responsive
381 « Air Conditioners
11D. '1 Not Responsive ]
|
r
mirmvmw—m w-Disposition 15, Injury Dilagnosis
43 1 - Male 1~ Injured, not Hosp. 68 - Poisoning
16. Body Part(s) 17. Respondent 18. Type of investigation 19. Time Bpent
invoived (Operational / Travel)
85 - ALL OF BODY 1 - Victim/Complalnant 1-On-Site 13 /36
20, Attachment{(s) 21. Csse Source 22. Sample Collection Number
9 - Multiple Attachrments 07 - Consumer Complaint 088107070
23. Permission to Disclose Name (Non NEISS Cases Only)
@ Yes O No O vertai O Yes for Manut. Only
24. Raview Date 25, Reviewed By 26. Regionai Office Director
06/15/2009 800t Dennis R, Blasius
27. Distribution 28. Source Document Number

Streetar, Robin; Trotia, Andrew; Blasius, Dennis; Rose, Blake; Woodard, | 10850507A
Dean; Khanna, Rohit; Matheson, Joanna

CPSC FORM 162 (12/96) Approved for use througF 01713172010 ONB NO. 5410029



IDI 090529CBB1741 Page 1 of 7

This investigation was initiated by a complaint received by the U.S. Consumer
Product Safety Commission.

The information contained in this investigation was supplied by the following
sources:

1. An onsite interview with the owners of the home on 6-03-2009.
Family Members:

Husband — 43 year old male
Wife — 41 year old female
Son - 10 year old male
Daughter -7 year old female

This incident involves health issues and copper and metal corrosion at the non
seasonal home of the victims over an extended period of time as will be detailed
later in this report which the owners believe were caused by contaminated
American/Canadian drywall used in the construction of their home.

The home was a two story all electric, 4 bedrooms, 3 bathrooms new
construction, 2,800 square foot townhome in Clermont, FL. The owner contacted
the CPSC on 5-14-2009 and that is the incident date. The home was a concrete
block and stucco home with wood studs. The bedrooms had carpeting and the
main rooms had tile.
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The owner of the home also acted as the builder for the home and subcontracted
out the electrical, concrete and sheetrock installation etc. He directly purchased
the drywall from a local hardware supplier. The receipt is included in the exhibits.

The family moved into the home in October 2006 and began experiencing heaith
symptoms within six months. Eventually, the symptoms became so serious that
they moved out of the home on 4-08-2009. The family was not experiencing the
following ill effects prior to moving into the home.

The husband was experiencing bloody noses, excessive snoring, sinus
congestion, headaches and was “stopped up” all the time. His symptoms did not
seem to abate during short periods of time away from the home.

The mother was experiencing constant headaches, sinus infections, poor
memory, coughing, eye twitching, a rash on her finger and constant sniffling and
eye watering. Her symptoms seemed to abate after about two hours away from
the home.

The 10 year old was suffering from constant headaches, coughing, sneezing,
breathing difficuities and some blurred vision. The 7 year old was experiencing
headaches and some blurred vision. Both the children seemed to feel better
after being away from the home at school and their symptoms would begin again
an unspecified time back at the home. All of the family felt much better after
having been moved out of the home for 10 days. The family members
occasionally saw their physician but mainly treated the conditions with over-the-
counter medications.

The home had two air conditioner systems and the coils to the upstairs unit were
replaced on 1-14-2008 and 7-08-2008. The coils to the downstairs unit were
replaced on 12-22-2007 and 8-25-2008. The repair technician could not
understand what could cause the corrosion to the evaporator coils but guessed
that sulfur could cause the corrosion. Photographs of the newer coils which
show corrosion are included in the exhibits.
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Most of the water supply lines to the bathroom fixtures were plastic however in
mid 2007 the family started noticing that the chrome plumbing fixtures were
showing pitting and corrosion. She noticed that silver jewelry, wine corks and
picture frames etc. were showing extreme corrosion.

Photograph of corrosion on a bathroom fixture.

The main circuit board to the microwave had to be replaced in April 2008. In
February of 2009 the dishwasher quit working and the repair technician indicated
that the copper in the wire nuts “was gone” and had corroded causing a power
failure to the unit.

The projector bulb to their new 11 month old 57 inch big screen television buib
blew out. The bulb had to be replaced again two years later in March of 2009.

Speaker wiring which had a clear covering was showing corrosion on the interior
of the wiring. Please see photographs in the exhibits.

Photograph of visible coro inside he wiring for the speaker system.

The attorney for the complainants was also present during the onsite
investigation. He had done extensive research on the subject of the corrosion
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caused by drywall. Several scientific papers on the subject were provided by the
attorney and are included in the exhibits. This investigator did not thoroughly
review the Abstracts but according to the attorney he believed the drywall which
was used in the construction of the home was manufactured from the exhaust
from a coal fired electrical plant. The plant would scrub their exhaust emissions
to eliminate sulphur from the exhaust/pollution and use this as one of the
ingredients in the manufacture of the drywall. The drywall was also believed to
have organic components and the study included in the exhibits showed that the
combination of drywall waste and organics in the drywall were generating
Hydrogen sulfide gas in sufficient quantities to be extremely harmful to humans
and cause corrosion. A copy of the lawsuit filed by the attorney is included in the
exhibits.

The attorney for the complainants indicated that in 2005, EPA regulations were
initiated which required scrubbing of the exhaust for sulphur products from coal
fired electrical plants. The waste product was then being used by drywall
manufacturers o produce synthetic drywall and in combination with organic
compounds and anaerobic conditions; the drywall would then produce hydrogen
sulfides as indicated in the attached Abstracts and then the health effects and
corrosion being experienced by the complainants.

The complainant purchased the drywall for his home from a local construction
supply retailer. A receipt for the drywall is included in the exhibits and shows that
265 sheets for ¥z inch 12 foot drywall were purchased, 16 sheets of 5/8 inch
drywall (fire code requirement for the garage area of the home}) and 7 sheets of
Y2 inch 8 foot drywall. The complainant wanted to discover what kind of drywall
was used in his home so he cut open several large holes to look at the labeling
on the back and seams of the product. He discovered much to his amazement
that it was not Chinese drywall but imported by an American company from
Canada.

The complainant indicated they had an electrician install a hardwired smoke
detector system with battery backup in their home. All eight units were linked by
wiring so that if one unit sounded all of the smoke detectors in the home would
sound simultaneously. The family indicated that on 12 occasions over three
years the system would sound a fire alert and the family would have to scramble
to evacuate their children in the middle of the night because of a suspect fire. On
all occasions there was no fire and the units would have to be reset. Resetting
would require locating the original smoke detector which set off the alarm in the
entire system and pressing that button which would then reset the whole system,
The process was very difficult and annoying when it occurred in the middle of the
night and especially during the day because the female complainant was not able
to easily reach the reset button in many of the units.

- ey tomsetutnnmay oot
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A representative from CPSC headquarters accompanied this investigator to the
onsite investigation and requested that one unit of the smoke detectors be sent
to SSF for possible examination. The husband removed and provided one unit
which was submitted to SSF as SCR 09-810-7070.

This investigator and the homeowners examined broken pieces of the drywall
and we were both surprised at the granular texture and grey color. Most drywall
is very white and has a fine powdery texture. The drywall installers remarked to
the homeowner, “This is the stuff that dulls our razor blades knives really fast.”

Photograph of the greyloring of the drywall.

A downstairs living room electrical outlet was examined. The hot and neutral
wires could not be examined but the ground wire was much corroded with a
black discoloration.

e

Photorap of blackened groad wire on an electrical receptacle.

The complainants indicated that they had not had any problems with flickering
lights or breakers flipping but that the home had a constant problem with light
bulbs going out frequently. She indicated that bulbs were burning out in six
months or less on a consistent basis.

In March of 2009 they saw a program on television explaining the health and
home effects due to defective Chinese drywall. They immediately began
believing that the problems they were having were due to the fact that their home
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was constructed out of Chinese drywall and were amazed when they cut into the
walls of their home and discovered that in fact these same problems appear to
have been caused by North American drywall.

The homeowners believe that their $525,000 home was now worth only the value
of the lot. They did not believe that simply removing the drywall would remedy
the problem because the affects of the hydrogen sulfide gas may have weakened
the nails in the wood studs, the metal plates which join the rafters and joists and
hurricane structural support strapping. They have attempted to obtain
forbearance from the mortgage lender and county tax authorities without
success. The home owners indicated their permission to release their name to
the manufacturer and to the public. No medical records were provided.
Appliance repair receipts were promised but had not been received by the time
this report was due. [f they are received they will be added as an addendum to
this report. This investigator could easily distinguish a sulphur smell upon entry
into the home.

The attorneys for the manufacturer of the drywall met with the complainants on 6-
12-2009 at their home and indicated that the product was manufactured by their
firm. No other data was conveyed.

CNN and CBS news have both done stories on the complainants’ health affects
and the home's problems. The family contacted their home owner's insurance
which indicated that the problem was a product defect situation and indicated the
family needed to contact the manufacturer of the drywall for resolution.

Product Information:

Product: Drywali

Manufacturer:
i(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)
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Builder:

Home Owner was the General Contractor (Owner-Builder)

Drywall Installer:

Unknown

Drywall Retailer/Supplier:
84 Lumber of Tavares (1320)
3751 County Road 561
Tavares, FL 32778

Phone: (352) 742-8400

Fax: (352) 742-8500

Attachments:

Exhibit #1
Exhibit #2
Exhibit #3
Exhibit #4
Exhibit #5
Exhibit #6
Exhibit #7
Exhibit #8
Exhibit #9
Exhibit #10

Exhibit #11
Exhibit #12
Exhibit #13
Exhibit #14
Exhibit #15

Contacts

Abstract on Hydrogen sulfide in landfill construction debris
Complainants exhibit on damages to their home.

Lawsdit filed by the attorney

Abstract by EPA Drywall Sampling Analysis

Receipt for Drywall purchase

Information on the smoke detector manufacturer
Photographs of the home and drywall (26)

Release of name form

SCR 09-810-7070, Receipt for sample and Photographs of
smoke detector (2)

Abstract on measuring gypsum content in landfill debris
Abstract on Hydrogen Sulfide in construction drywall debris
Heath affects and home repair timeline by complainant
Information on the drywall manufacturer

Information on the drywall retailer
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Contacts:

6-03-2009

Jill Swidler

11101 Versailles Bivd.
Clermont, FL 34711

6-03-2009

Brian W. Warwick, Attorney
Varnell & Warwick, P.A.

20 LaGrande Bivd

The Villages, FL 32159
352-753-8600
BWWarwick@aol.com
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Abstract

The biological conversion of sulfate from disposed gypsum drywall to hydrogen sulfide (H,S) in the anaercbic environment of a land-
fill results in odor problems and possible health concerns at many disposal facilitics. To examine the extent and magnitude of such emis-
sions, landfill gas samples from wells, soil vapor samples from the interface of the waste and cover soil, and ambient air samples, were
collected from 10 construction and demolition {C&D) debris landfills in Florida and analyzed for H,S and other reduced sulfur com-
pounds (RSC). H,S was detected in the well gas and soil vapor at all [0 sites. The concentrations in the ambient air above the surface
of the landfill were much lower than those observed in the soil vapor, and no direct correlation was observed between the two sampling
locations, Mcthyl mercaptan and carbony) sulfide were the most frequently observed other RSC, though they occurred at smaller con~
centrations than H,S. This research confirmed the presence of H,S at C&D debris landfills. High concentrations of H;S may be a concern
for employees working on the landfill site. These results indicate that workers should use proper personal protection at C&D debris land-
fills when involved in excavation, landfill gas collection, or confined spaces. The results indicate that H,S is sufficiently diluted in the
atmosphere to not commonly pose acute health impacts for these landfill workers in normal working conditions, H,S concentrations
were extremely variable with measurements occurring over a very large range (from less than 3 ppbv to 12,000 ppmv in the soil vapor
and from less than 3 ppbv to 50 ppmv in ambient air). Possible reasons for the large intra- and inter-site variability observed include
waste and soil heterogeneities, impact of weather conditions, and different site management practices.
© 2005 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

bacteria (SRB) can utilize dissolved sulfate as an electron
acceptor, resulting in the formation of H,S, The US EPA
estimated that 123 million metric tons of building-related

1, Introduction

Odor problems represent a growing concern at many

landfills disposing of construction and demolition (C&D)
debris, Reduced sulfur compounds (RSC), particularly
hydrogen sulfide (H;S), have been identified as the primary
odor-causing compounds in the gas from these facilities
(Johnson, 1986; Gypsum Association, 1992a,b; Flynn,
1998). H,S has a distinctive “rotten egg” smell at low con-
centrations and its reported threshold ranges from 0.001
(Thorkild, 2002) to 0.1 ppmv (Flynn, 1998), The formation
of H,S results from the biological conversion of sulfate
from gypsum drywall (CaSO, - 2H;0), one of the more
common components of C&D debris. Sulfate-reducing

" Corresponding author. Tel.: +1 352 392 0846; fax: +1 352 392 3076.
E-mail address: ttown@ufl.edu (T.G. Townsend).

0956-053X/3 - see front matter © 2005 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
doi:10.1016/j. wasman.2005.10.010

C&D debris was generated in the US in 1996 (US EPA,
1998). The amount of drywall encountered in most build-
ing-related C&D debris ranges from 5% to 30% depending
on the source (NAHB, 1995). While some of the scrap gyp-
sum drywall in North America is recycled (Musick, 1992),
the majority is disposed in landfills (US EPA, 1998).
C&D debris has historically been considered relatively
inert. Since SRB need oxidizable organic matter, the lack
of biodegradable wastes in C&D debris might be thought
to create conditions unfavorable for large amounts of
RSC production. However, odor problems resulting from
landfilled C&D debris have been reporsted at facilities co-
disposing C&D debris with municipal solid waste (MSW)
and at landfills that only manage C&D debris (Johnson,

080529CBB1741 Exh#2 Page 10f8
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1986). In MSW landfills, large amounts of biogas (primar-
ily in the form of CH4 and CO;) are produced as a result of
anaerobically degrading refuse and studies of MSW landfill
gas commonly report measurable concentrations of H,S
and other RSC (Young and Parker, 1983, CWMB, 1987;
Capenter and Bidweil, 1996; Shin et al., 2002). Gas data
from C&D debris landfills, however, are much less
common.,

This paper reports the results of a study characterizing
gas samples collected at ten C&D debris disposal facilities
in Florida. In recent years, several C&D debris landfills in
the state have been the subject of odor complaints which
have resulted in heated debate regarding the impact of
these facilities on the environment, landfill workers, and
the surrounding population, Very few data are available
however, characterizing C&D debris landfill gas composi-
tion. To help fill this data gap, C&D debris landfills were
visited and samples of landfill gas, landfill soil vapor, and
ambient air at the surface of the landfill were collected
and analyzed for H,S and other RSC such as methyl mer-
captan and carbon disulfide. The objectives of this research
were to characterize the range and magnitude of RSC con-
centrations within and at the surface of typical C&D debris
landfills, to examine the variability of such concentrations
among different sites and at the same site, and to evaluate
potential human health and environmental impacts. This
study provides fundamental data that can be used to assess
the magnitude of the problem and to aid in the design of
future research on the subject.

2. Materials and methods
2.1, Landfills sampled and sampling methodology

Measurements of landfill gas and ambient air were per-
formed at 10 different landfills during the course of the
study (designated as sites A-J). Each site, with the excep-
tion of sites F and H, were permitted C&D debris disposal
facilities. Sites F and H were permitted Class III disposal
facilities, which in Florida accept both C&D debris and
other non-putrescible wastes such as furniture, carpet and

yard trash. Several of the facilities had been the subject
of odor complaints in the past (sites B, D, G, I and J). Only
two of the sites were equipped with landfill gas wells. In an
effort to mitigate odor problems, operators at site D
installed a series of vertical gas wells that were combined
into three separate passive candlestick flares at different
locations on the surface of the landfill. Site F was closed
and contained 19 different vertical gas wells that were pas-
sively vented to the atmosphere. Table | summarizes the
sites visited, the number of visits, and the number of sam-
ples collected. More details concerning each site can be
found in Townsend et al. (2000),

Measurements were performed on both ambient air
above the surface of the landills and on landfill gas itself.
Landfill gas was collected in three different manners. At
the sites, where gas wells were installed, gases were sampled
directly from the wells. When no wells were available, gas
samples were collected by extracting vapor from the inter-
face of the waste and the soil. A soil vapor probe (AMS,
American Falls, ID) was inserted into the landfill surface
to at least a depth of 0.3 m. The soil vapor probe consisted
of a 1.3-cm diameter hollow stainless tube that was 0.9 m in
length equipped with a hardened stainless steel tip. The
probe was inserted into the landfill surface with a slide
hammer, after which the liner rod was removed before
gas sampling. Then, a Jerome meter was attached to Teflon
tubing attached to the inner tip of soil vapor probe to
determine H,S concentration; in addition to direct mea-
surement, a sample could be extracted for subsequent anal-
ysis. At severa) sites (sites A, B, and E), stainless steel
sampling tubes were instailed and left in place. These soil
vapor wells were capped between sampling events, In some
cases, the gas composition was measured directly, while in
other cases, gas samples were collected for subsequent ditu-
tion and analysis in the laboratory. Grab samples of land-
fill gas were obtained with a Vac-U-Tube (Model 231-945,
SKC Inc,, Eighty Four, PA) in 1-1 Tedlar® bags (Model
232.01, SKC Inc.). H,S measurements in the ambient air
were collected by placing the Jerome meter on the surface
of the landfill, in most locations near the location of a soil
vapor sample.

Table |
Description of landfills sampled in Florida
Site  Type Location Gas sampling method Sampling visits ~ Number of ambient  Number of landfil
H.S readings gas H,S readings
A C&D Pasco County Soil vapor probe, three soil vapor wells 3 19 21
B C&D Citrus County Soil vapor probe, eight soil vapor wells t 100 116
C C&D Marion County Soil vapor probe 2 7 8
D Cc&D Volusia County Soil vapor probe, four 8 30 26
existing gas collection flares
E C&D Volusia County Soil vapor probe, goil vapor wells 7 6l 72
F Class iIl  Alachua County Nineteen existing gas passive vents 2 24 24
G C&D Marion County Soil vapor probe 2 24 24
H Class 111 Columbia County Soil vapor probe 2 2 22
{ C&D Highlands County  Soil vapor probe 3 27 3
J C&D Highlands County  Soil vapor probe 3 27 26

090529CBB1741
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2.2. Sample analysis

H,S concentrations were analyzed using an Arizona
Instruments {Phoenix, AZ) Jerome 631-X H,S Analyzer.
The Jerome meter has a detection range from 0.003 to
50 ppmv. H,S was measured in the field when the concen-
trations fell within the operating range of the meter. When
H,S concentrations greater than 50 ppmv were encoun-
tered, grab samples were collected and diluted in the labo-
ratory using laboratory air, a glass syringe and 4 separate
clean Tedlar bag., Samples were diluted by filling a clean
Tedlar® bag with 1000 ml of laboratory air. A 3-ml syringe
with a gastight valve was then used to extract 1 ml of the
gas sample from the Tedlar® bag filled in the field. The
1-ml gas sample was introduced into the Tedlar® bag con-
taining the 1000 ml of laboratory air and the diluted mix-
ture was analyzed after 10min, The concentrations of
methane, carbon dioxide, and oxygen were measured using
a Landtec (Colton, CA) GEM 500 meter in the field.
Reduced sulfur compounds (RSC} other than H,S were
measured in the collected grab samples by analysis with
an Entech 2000 Microscale Purge and Trap Concentrator
attached to a HP5890 Gas Chromatograph with a Finni-
gan INCOS XL Single Quadrupole Mass Spectrometer
Detector (GC/MS). A gas standard of 14 RSC was pur-
chased from Matheson Tri-Gas Company (Pennsylvania)
for peak identification and calibration. The operation of
the GC/MS followed US EPA Method TO14; the detection
limit of the RSC analyzed with the GC/MS was
0.005 ppmv. Blanks, replicates, and calibration check sam-
ples were performed as appropriate.

3. Results
3.1. Hydrogen sulfide concentrations
3.1.1. Hydrogen sulfide in C&D debris landfill gas
As presented in Table 2, H,S was analyzed in a total of
362 samples of C&D debris landfill gas. The majority of the

gas samples (321 of 362) were soil vapor collected from the
soil-waste interface at the surface of the landfill. The soil

Table 2

S. Lee et al. | Waste Munagement 26 (2006) 526~333

vapor samples are best characterized as a mixture of land-
fill gas with ambient air. Gas wells were available at two
sites (D and F), and 41 of the total H,S measurements
came from these locations. H,S concentrations spanned a
large range, from less than the detection limit of the Jerome
meter (0.003 ppmv) up to 12,000 ppmv. Since the maxi-
mum concentration in the calibration range of the instru-
ment was 50 ppmv, many samples required dilution. Over
80% of the gas samples measured contained H,S above
the detection limit.

Table 2 presents the minimum, maximum, standard
deviation and arithmetic average concentrations for each
site. Even at the sites with the maximum concentrations,
some locations were still below the detection of the instru-
ment. This large inter-site variability was attributed to the
fact that most measurements were mixtures of landfill gas
and ambient air, and the large heterogeneitics of the
C&D debris landfill system (which are discussed in more
depth later). Since the measured concentrations ranged
over many orders of magnitude, the median concentrations
for each site are presented in Table 2 as this statistic may be
a better representation of the central tendency of the data.
In most cases, the average H,S concentrations were much
higher than the median concentrations, a result of a few
very high concentration measurements.

Site D was found to have the highest average H,S con-
centration {2110 ppm), and unlike other sites, the arithme-
tic mean was similar to the median concentration. This site
was unique in that the majority of the gas samples were col-
lected from gas collection wells installed within the waste.
Thus, the majority of samples from this site can be charac-
terized as more representative of gas from within the land-
fill, while the other sites are more reflective of mixtures of
gas and air. The gas from three gas collection wells at over
5 different sampling events contained methane in the range
of 15.4-44.9%. Another observation of note is the relatively
high maximum and average concentration measured for
site I. This landfill (along with site J) accepted a large
amount of residuals from C&D debris recycling facilities.
These recycling facilities remove large recoverable materi-
als with established markets (wood, concrete, and metal).

Hydrogen sulfide concentrations in landfill gas from gas welis or subsurface probes at 10 C&D debris landfills

Site  Numbey of samples  Samples with detections Minimum (ppm) Maximum (ppm) Standard deviation  Average (ppm) Median (ppm)
A 21 19 - 470 100 26 0.013
B 116 7 - 920 85 8.4 0.007
C 8 8 0.013 12,000 5400 30 25
D 26 5 - 7000 2200 2110 1800
E 72 62 - 2500 295 36 0.02
F 24 16 - 49 0.024 59 0.004
G 24 19 0.64 0.16 0.007 0.005
H 22 20 - 3300 700 15} 0.025
1 23 22 - 11,000 2800 1200 23
J 26 26 - 530 100 26 0.35
Total 362 294 - 12,000 660 0.023
“~* Below detection limit (3 ppbv).
090529CBB1741 Exh#2 Page3dof8
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Drywall is not typically recycled and thus the residuals
stream from these recycling facilities contains greater than
norma! percentages of drywall.

3.2.2. Hydrogen sulfide in ambient air at the landfill surface

A total of 34] ambient air H,S measurements were
made by placing the Jerome meter on the surface of the
landfill. In most cases, one ambient measurement was made
for every gas measurement. Landfill surface ambient air
H,S concentrations ranged from below detection to greater
than the upper detection limit (50 ppm) of the meter (see
Table 3). H,S was detected in 48% of landfill surface ambi-
ent air measurements performed. At least one measurement
from every site was below 0.003 ppmv. The sites where the
maximum concentrations were recorded (sites I and J) were
the two sites that accepted the C&D debris recycling facil-
ity residuals. As expected, H,;S concentrations at the Jand-
fill surface were much lower than measured in the landfill
gas itself, or in the gas-air mixture at the waste—soil inter-
face. As H;S is emitted from the landfill surface, it becomes
diluted as it mixes with air, The degree of dilution is a func-
tion of wind speed, direction and other climatic conditions.
The H,S measurements in the soil vapor at a particular
location did not correlate well with measurements on the
surface at the same Jocation, a result of the variable nature
of the H,S concentrations in the soil vapor and the strong
impact of changing weather conditions on H,S dilution. A
common observation made by the researchers was that
odors were sporadic, especially on windy days. A strong
odor would be noted in one location at a given time, and
a short time later the odor would be gone.

3.2. Concentrations of other RSC gases

In addition to H2S, organic RSC may cause odors, and
many of these compounds have very low odor detection
thresholds (Devai and Deluane, 1999). A total of 53 anal-
yses for the organic RSC were performed on grab samples
from 9 of the 10 sites. Since analysis of the compounds was
conducted in the laboratory and not with a field instru-
ment, only a limited number of samples were collected.
Sample locations for the analysis of the other RSC were
limited to those areas, where the concentration of hydrogen

Table 3

sulfide was 1 ppmv or above, Table 4 summarizes the RSC
detection frequency and average (arithmetic) concentration
at the nine landfills where samples were collected. Methyl
mercaptan was detected most frequently (51%), followed
by carbony! sulfide (45%) and carbon disuifide (43%).
The maximum average concentration for any compound
was 164 ppmv of methyl mercaptan at site D. Site C had
the highest average concentration of carbonyl sulfide and
carbon disulfide.

The concentrations of the organic RSC were compared
to H,S concentration from the same samples. For the most
part, H;S concentrations were several orders of magnitude
greater than the organic RSC concentrations. However,
individual organic RSC concentrations were noted to be
greater than H,S concentration in some samples at two
sites. At site D, carbony! sulfide, methyl mercaptan, isopro-
py! mercaptan and tere-butyl mercaptan were observed at
concentrations greater than H,S in at least one sample,
At site F, carbonyl sulfide and methyl mercaptan were
greater than HS in most samples. Samples from both of
these sites were collected from gas wells, suggesting that
the organic RSC will be a greater contributor to the total
RSC content in gas from within the landfill relative to
gas mixed with air in the surface soil.

4. Discussion
4.1. RSC in C&D debris landfill gas

The production of H,S in C&D debris landfills results
from the biological conversion of suifate from gypsum dry-
wall. Gypsum drywall contains ~90% gypsum and 10%
paper facing and backing. Sulfate from gypsum is moder-
ately soluble in water, with a solubility of approximately
1300 mg/L (Dean, 1973). Sulfate-reducing bacteria (SRB)
can convert the sulfate from gypsum drywall into H,S.
Conditions required for optimal SRB activity include an
anaerobic environment, a neutral pH, sufficient moisture,
the presence of aand of course,
sulfate to serve as an electron acceptor (Postgate, 1984,
Gypsum Association, 1992b). The connection between dis-
posed drywall and H,S production has been previously rec-
ognized from odor problems at landfill sites (Johnson,

Ambient hydrogen sulfide concentrations measured in air at the landfili surface of 10 C&D debris landfills

Average (ppm) Median (ppm)

Site Number of samples Samples with detections Minimum (ppm) Maximum (ppm) = Standard deviation

A 19 5 0.39 0,097 0.042 -

B 100 18 - 0.11 0.0} 0.003 -

C 7 5 ~ 0.39 0.14 0.12 0.05
D 30 L) - 24 0.55 0.19 0.007
E 61 4] - 0.60 0.10 0.039 0.004
F 24 17 - 0.12 0.024 0.008 0.004
G 24 2 - 35 0.71 0.15 -

H 22 [ - 0.27 0.084 0.037 -

1 27 x| - >50 10 40 0.6]
b 7 21 >50 10 2.1 0.008

Note: Averages are calculated from detected samples and 50% of the detection fimit for BDL samples. “~" Below detection limit (3 ppbv).

Exh #2
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Table 4

Results of organic RSC measurements” at 10 C&D debris landfifls (sites A-[)"

Constituent Number of samples % of samples with detections Average RSC concentration (ppm)

A C D E F H 1
Carbonyl sulfide 51 451 0.04 61 0.71 2.5 22 0.16 0.35
Mgethyl mercaptan 51 31 0.04 30 164 14 35 4.4 1.9
Dimethyl sulfide 5! 255 - 2.1 1.7 0.07 0.53 0.02 0.04
Ethyl mercaptan 51 7.8 - 0.19 - - - - 0.03
Carbon disulfide 51 43.1 - 9 0.06 0.03 1.7 0.04 0.0}
Isopropy! mercaptan 51 27.5 - 0.14 28 0.03 - 0.11 0.15
tert-Butyl mercaptan 51 59 - - Q.13 - - 0.01 -
Ethyl methy! sulfide 51 2.0 - - -~ - - 0.01 -
Thiophene M| 15.7 - 0.14 0.06 - - 0.02 0.01
Methyl isopropyl sulfide 51 2,0 - - -~ - - - 0.01
Dimethyl disulfide 51 20 - - ~ - - -~ 0.01
2-Methylthiophene 51 1.8 - 0.19 0.13 - - - -
3-Methylthiophene 51 20 - 0.24 - - - - -
sec-Butyl mercaptan 51 59 - 0.06 0.05 - - ~ -

* Organic RSCs were below detection limit at sites B, G, and J.

5 Sample locations for the analysis of the organic RSC were limited to those aress, where the concentration of hydrogen sulfide was | ppmv or above,

* Below detection limit (5 ppby).

1986; Gypsum Association, 1992a). The addition of gyp-
sum drywall to simulated landfill reactors was shown to
increase H,S production (Fairweather and Barlaz, 1998)
and simulated C&D debris landfills containing drywall
showed clear signs of SRB activity and sulfide production
(Townsend et al., 1999; Weber ¢t al., 2002; Jang and Town-
send, 2003). H,S was observed in varying concentrations at
all 10 sites assayed in this study. While no specific measure-
ments were conducted to confirm the presence of drywall, it
is known to be a common component of C&D debris in
Florida and many of the landfill operators believed gypsum
drywall to be the cause of the odors. Some of the operators
of the sites sampled cited the disposal of large amounts of
drywall at a given time or location within the landfill as the
source of odors.

Sulfate-reducing bacteria (SRB) are strict anaerobes and
thus require the absence of oxygen {Postgate, 1984). In
MSW landfills, anaerobic conditions develop relatively
rapidly as oxygen is consumed during the decomposition
of putrescible wastes such as food scraps. While C&D deb-
ris landfills should by and large lack the presence of putres-
cible materials, the evidence suggests that sufficient
biodegradable material exists for anaerobic conditions to
develop in at least some parts of a C&D debris landfill.
Methane was detected in 45% of the gas samples collected,
ranging from below the detection limit of the GEM meter
(0.1%) up to 47.5%. The majority of these sampling loca-
tions were the waste~soil interface, and thus mixing and
dilution with air was a large factor. The gas composition
data from site D, which was hypothesized to be more rep-
resentative of true C&D debris landfill gas since it was col-
lected from gas wells, contained on average 38% methane.
While pH was not measured in this study, previous
research has found leachate from C&D debris landfills to
range in pH from 6.1-7.9, an acceptable range for SRB sur-
vival (Townsend et al,, 1999; Weber et al., 2002; Jang and
Townsend, 2003). Moisture certainly plays a role and many

of the operators visited attributed increased H,S concentra-
tions to periods of wet weather, The role of rain in C&D
debris landfill H,S production can be attributed to several
possible mechanisms, including displacement of H;S, solu-
bility of sulfate, and pressure changes associated with a
rain event,

H,S produced within the landfill will migrate from the
waste to the surrounding environment as a result of advec-
tion from gas pressure differences and diffusion from con-
centration differences. H,S concentrations in the soil
vapor at the surface of the landfill were observed over
almost § orders of magnitude. Although gas pressures were
not measured, the extremely large concentrations observed
in some locations suggest that diffusion may be the domi-
nant driving force, The variable results suggest that the
production of H,S may take place in isolated areas or
pockets within the landfill which are assumed to be areas
where gypsum drywall has been disposed and has become
wet. The H,S concentrations from the gas wells at site D
were relatively constant as they represented a composite
of gas from many areas within the landfill. Soil vapor sam-
ples were extremely variable, both from site to site, and at
the same site. Several explanations are hypothesized for
this variability. As described earlier, H,8 production likely
occurs in discrete areas within the landfill, where wet dry-
wall is located. In the case of MSW and methane produc-
tion, materials that biodegrade into methane are well
distributed throughout the waste stream. For C&D debris,
however, some loads may contain large amounts of dry-
wall, while other loads contain very little. During building
construction, scrap drywall is produced during a relatively
short period of time; drywall is added to a building during
a very distinct phase of construction. The authors have
observed many loads of debris at construction sites that
contained nearly exclusively gypsum drywall. Other factors
that impact the variability observed in the soil vapor likely
include preferential paths within the waste for gas migra-
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tion, heterogeneity in terms of moisture content, and differ-
ences in cover soil thickness and content.

H,S concentrations in the ambient air above the surface
of the landfill were lower than concentrations in the soil
vapor. This was expected since gas concentrations will be
diluted by the atmosphere. The cover soil also acts as a
physical barrier that reduces gas migration, and in some
cases may remove H,S by biological or chemical means.
A common observation by landfill operators is that H,S
emissions and subsequent odor problems are at their worst
in areas where cover soil has been removed or compro-
mised, as might occur from erosion after a rainfall, There
was no obvious correlation between ambient and soil vapor
H,S concentrations measured at similar locations. In other
words, even if the soil vapor was found to possess an ele-
vated H,S concentration, the air immediately above the
area was not necessarily higher than areas where the soil
vapor concenfrations were much Jower, This was attributed
to the major influence of atmospheric conditions such as
wind speed and direction on HS transport from the land-
fill surface,

Table 5 presents ranges of RSC concentrations reported
for MSW landfill gas. Included on this list are the defauit
concentrations used in the US Environmental Protection
Agency’s AP-42 landfill emissions estimation methodology
(US EPA, 2000). Because of the wide range of H;S concen-
trations measured, some data fall below the typical MSW
gas concentrations, while others lie above. When the H,S
and organic RSC concentration data from site D are com-
pared to the data in Table 5 (site D was arguably most rep-
resentative of C&D debris landfill gas because it was
collected from gas wells), the measured concentrations
are over several orders of magnitude higher than what is
typical of MSW landfills. As noted earlier, the relative
abundance of some organic RSC compared to H,S was
greater at site D than from other sites. While hydrogen sul-
fide is produced from sulfate, the formation of the organic
RSCs are typically thought to be the product of the anaer-
obic decay of organic sulfur compounds such as sulfur-con-
taining amino acids and their derivatives (Smet and
Langenhove, 1998). Perhaps gas from deeper within the
landfill is more likely to contain the organic RSC compared

to soil vapor collected at the surface because conditions are
more favorable for the formation of organic RSC. Factors
influencing the formation of organic RSC in landfill envi-
ronments require further investigation.

4.2. Environmental impacts

The results do clearly indicate that H,S, and possibly
other RSC emissions, do represent a nuisance with respect
to odor. The odor threshold for HyS has been reported
from less than 0.001 ppmv (Thorkild, 2002) up to 0.1 ppmv
(Flynn, 1998). Many of the organic RSCs have low odor
thresholds as well, The odor threshold for methyl mercap-
tan and dimethyl sulfide has been reported to be
0.001 ppmv {Thorkild, 2002).

The presence of H,S, as well as the other RSC, has sev-
eral implications for landfill owners and operators with
respect to human health risk. It is well known that H,S is
lethal to humans at high concentrations. Exposure to con-
centrations above 100 ppmv quickly paralyzes the olfactory
senses and is considered immediately hazardous to life and
health (Flynn, 1998; Merchant et al., 2002). Concentrations
above this level were detected in many C&D debris landfill
gas samples. This indicates that proper personal protection
should be taken for individuals involved in excavation
activities at C&D debns landfills, those working with
C&D debris landfill gas (as part of the operation of a gas
collection system), and those entering confined spaces,
where C&D debris landfill gas may have migrated.

The results of the ambient air measurements suggest
that H,S is sufficiently diluted in the atmosphere such that
acute health impacts to landfill workers and surrounding
residents should be minimal, The National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) recommends a
10 ppm H,S exposure limit for a 10-min exposure period
(NIOSH, 1979), and the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration {(OSHA) lists a 20 ppm acceptable H,S ceil-
ing concentration (Donham et al., 2002}, While samples of
C&D debris landfill gas and soil vapor certainly exceed
these limits on occasion (see Table 6), with the exception
of a few measurements, most concentraticns at the surface
of the landfill were less. Chronic exposure to landfill oper-

Table 5
RSC concentrations reported in MSW landfill gas in previous studies
Compound AP-42 (ppm)* Capenter and Bidwell (ppm)” Young and Parker (ppm)© CWMSB (ppm)°
Hydrogen sulfide 35.5 2833 - <).98-14.0
Carbon disulfide 0.58 0.01 - <0.03-0.60
Carbony! sulfide 0.49 - - <0.20-8.81
Dimethyl suifide 1.82 ~ 1.55 0.62-9.46
Dimethy! disulfidc - - 10.21 0.01-3.70
Ethyl mercaptan 2.8 0.62 - -
Methyl mercaptan 249 . 0.80 4349 0.05~ 214.96
Thiophene - ~ - <0.003-0.14

* US EPA (2000).

b Capenter and Bidwell (1996),

° Young and Parker (1983).

4 CWMB (1987),
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Table 6
Percentage of hydrogen sulfide concentrations exceeding typical worker safety exposure thresholds
Site Soil vapor Ambient air

# of samples %>10 ppm* %,>20 ppm” # of samples %:>10 ppm %>20 ppm
A 2] 19.0 9.5 19 Q 0
B 116 09 09 100 0 0
C 8 50.0 50.0 7 0 0
D 26 80.8 731 30 0 0
E 72 5.6 2.8 61 0 0
F 24 16.7 12.5 4 [ 0
G 24 1} 0 24 0 0
H 22 9.1 4.5 2 0 0
1 23 60.9 56.5 27 7.4 74
J 26 26.9 19.2 27 14 74

* NIOSH exposure limit for 10-min exposure period.
® OSHA ceiling exposure limit.

ators is another concern. Recent dats indicate that pro-
longed exposure to low concentrations of H;S can result
in a lowering of blood pressure, headache, nausea, weight
loss, and eye-membrane inflammation (ATSDR, 2003),
Recent information also suggests that chronic exposure
to individuals with respiratory problems may be impacted
by concentrations less than typical worker safety limits
{Campagna et al., 2004).

4.3, Gas sampling at C&D debris landfills

In this study, two methods were used to collect landfill
gas from C&D dcbris landfills: gas wells and soil probes.
Samples from the gas wells more accurately reflect landfill
gas concentrations because these samples were obtained
from wells screened within the landfill. In characterizing
the gas content from a C&D debris landfill, samples col-
lected from gas wells would be most useful. Most C&D
debris landfill operators do not install gas wells, however,
Unlike the requirements for large MSW landfills in the
US, no regulatory program exists requiring the installation
and operation of gas coliection systems for C&D debris
landfills. The soil vapor probe method used in this study
permitted samples to be collected, but the results do repre-
sent a mixture of air and landfill gas. Actual gas concentra-
tions would in most cases be higher than those reported for
the soil vapor probes.

5. Summary and conclusions

Odor problems associated with RSC in gas from C&D
debris landfills have become a growing concern. While
MSW landfill gas has been studied and characterized, the
chemical composition of C&D debris landfill gas has not
been previously presented. Research was conducted to
chemically characterize the gases produced at C&D debris
landfills by collecting samples from 10 Florida landfills that
accept predominantly C&D debris. The results confirmed
the presence of H,S and other RSC in C&D debris landfill

gas. H,S concentrations were generally much higher than
the concentrations of other RSC such as methy! mercap-
tan, carbonyl! sulfide, and carbon disulfide.

Although the amount of gypsum drywall disposed in
any of the landfills studied was not measured, gypsum dry-
wall was a known component at all of the sites. At many
sites the landfill operators identified drywall as the source
or cause of the odor; interviews with landfill employees
were valuable in terms of interpreting measurement results.
Relatively large concentrations of HoS (>100 ppmv) were
measured in some locations at most of the sites; several
of the landfills had no history of odor complaints and were
still found to have large H;S concentrations. H,S in C&D
debris landfill gas was encountered at levels of up to
12,000 ppmv, indicating that workers exposed to undiluted
C&D debris landfill gas (during excavation or work near
gas well) should be educated on possible risks and should
take precaution. Ambient H;S levels were much lower than
those measured in the gas or the soil vapor, and were found
to be extremely variable, from below 3 ppbv to over
50 ppmav. In many cases ambient H,S levels were very
low or below detection, but on some occasions ambient
samples exceeded OSHA and NIOSH worker exposure
limits. The jmpact on residents living near landfills with
similar characteristics as those studied here is less clear.
H3S from C&D debris landfills can pose a nuisance prob-
lem to those nearby because of the odor. The potential
impact on human health as a result of exposure to lower
concentrations should be investigated further.

The variability of H,S concentrations in the soil vapor
was believed the result of waste and soil heterogeneities,
impact of weather conditions, and different site manage-
ment practices. Many factors come into play in determin-
ing the extent that odor problems would result from RSC
emissions at g landfill site. These include wind speed and
direction, temperature, atmospheric stability, terrain, and
distance to susceptible sources. Although the study identi-
fied and determined the concentrations of H,S and other
RSC, additional research is recommended on measuring
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actual RSC emission rates from C&D debris land€ils, eval-
uating potential off-sitt odor impacts using dispersion
model techniques, and identifying methods for control of
such emissions. Additional research would also benefit
from a more complete evaluation of the variability in waste
composition at C&D debris landfills, and its retationship to
RSC emission rates.
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ur House

e Built as owner/builders in 2006

e 2,784 sq. ft two-story on a beautiful canal on the
Clermont Chain of Lakes in Lake County, FL

e Appraised for $525,000 in January 2009

Home value today:

$0 due to toxic sulfur being emitted from the
drywall
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Symptoms: Air Conditioning

e Replaced evaporator coils in
AC units 5 times in three
years.

e The curved coils in this
photo should be copper.

e In May ‘09, the system froze
up and no longer works.
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Symptoms: Plumb

e Plumbing fixtures
corroded within 6
months of moving into
home.

e This photo is from our
children’s bathroom.
They brushed their
teeth here for 3 years.

ing Fixtures
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Symptoms: Appliances

e Bulb from new 57" TV burnt out in 10 months. We
replaced it and it burnt out again two years later.

e Microwave memory board failed.

e Dishwasher power failure due to copper in wire nuts
corroding.
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e Most of my jewelry is
tarnished and ruined.

e Photo frames, picture
boxes, gift items all
tarnished and ruined.

D1 090529CBB1741
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Health Concerns:

We have been drinking water coming through corroded
plumbing fixtures for 3 years

e We have eaten food that has been stored in the pantry with is
made of drywall

e Headaches, irritated eyes, sore throats

e If the gas is bad enough to corrode copper, what is it doing
in our bodies?
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Homeowner Assistance: NONE

Must wait 3-4 months on possible forbearance from Chase
Home Mortgage

e Moved out in May adding $1500/mth rent to our already
strapped budget

e No relief yet from insurance company. Don’t expect any since
this is a “product defect.”

e Looking for property tax relief from Lake County

ID1 090529CBB1741 Exh#3 Page 9 of 11



Personal Impact:

Kids uprooted and “homeless”
for a month.

e Kids over-react about
headaches, tummy aches, etc.
Afraid something bad wiill
happen from living in the house.

e Unnecessary stress caused to
whole family

e Financially devastating

1D1090529CBB1741 Exh #3 Page 10 of 11



Next Steps:

Continue to demand public awareness of problem
with American-made drywall

e Financial implications including losing good credit
rating, foreclosure on home, liens from HOA and
county for taxes

e Unable to purchase new home due to financial
situation
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FILED
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
OCALA DIVISION W09APR 2T P¥ 2: 43
MICHAEL SWIDLER, and Clﬁ"hogf <ot CORT
JILL SWIDLER, on behalf of AR
themselves and all others similarly CLASS REPRESENTATION
situated,
CASE NO.:
Plaintiffs, .
vs. 5’106(,(;.\[.[?\-0(,-('0(.6/“
(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) T T T T
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF SOUGHT
Defendants.

/

CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT

COME NOW, the Plaintiffs, MICHAEL and JILL SWIDLER, by and through their

undersigned counsel and bring this action on their behalf and on behalf of a class of persons

. (b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) ;
defined below againg eeen and 84

LUMBER COMPANY, L.L.P. ("84 LUMBER") and bééndants, aﬁd allege the following upon
information and belief except as to the allegations concerning Plaintiffs themselves:
INTRODUCTION
1. Until the filing of this action, the defective drywall causing damage to tens of
thousands of homes within the Southeastem United States was thought to have been
manufactured exclusively by Chinese companies. However, this consumer class action claims
that the issues surrounding the dangerous chemicals used to create the synthetic gypsum used in

modern day drywall have infiltrated American-based manufacturers as well.

DI 090529CBB1741 Exh#4 Page 10f23
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2. Investigation conducted prior to the filing of this Complaint concluded that

(b)3):CPSA Section 6(b) | . L )
drywall manufactured by J.;)s causing sulfur contamination and damages in

much the same manner as the Chinese drywall that is the subject of separate litigation.

3. Plaintiffs bring this class action on behalf of themselves and all owners of homes

. ) . . "’(b)(S):c‘Fi"sA‘ééction 6b) ]
in the State of Florida that were built using hrywall manufactured,

processed, distributed, delivered, supplied, inspected, marketed and/or sold by Defendant

(b)(3):CPSA Saction ()
_ and sold to the consuming public by Defendant 84 LUMBER, or other

supply companies not yet identified.

4, The drywall manufactured, processed, distributed, delivered, supplied, inspected,
marketed, and/or sold by Defendants to build the homes of Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class
Members is defective and emits levels of sulfur, methane and/or other volatile organic chemical
compounds that cause excessive comosion of HVAC coils and refrigerator units, certain
electrical wiring and plumbing components, and other household items, as well as creates
noxious odors. Defendants’ defective synthetic-gypsum drywall further causes allergic
reactions, coughing, sinus and throat infection, eye irritation, respiratory problems and other
health concemns. Defendants’ drywall is inherently defective and not suitable for its intended
use.

JURISDICTION

S. This action is filed in this Federal Court pursuant to diversity jurisdiction under
the Class Action Faimess Act of 2005, as codified at 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2).

6. The amount in controversy exceeds five million dollars considering the length of
the class period and the number of Plaintiffs and Class Members that have purchased the

defective product within the state of Florida,

IDI 090529CBB1741 Exh#4 Page2of23
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7. There is complete diversity between PlaintifTs and the Defendants in this matter as

Plaintiffs and Plaintiff Class Members are citizens and residents of the state of Florida;

e L. . [(®)(3)CPSA Section 66
Defenda (0)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) {is a nationwide company headquartered in P ) eeton o®)

and, Defendant 84 LUMBER is a national company headquartered in Eighty Four, Pennsylvania.

YENUE
(6)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)

8. Defendant r }ras and continues to conduct business
throughout the state of Florida at all relevant times, including the Middle District of Florida.

9. Defendant 84 LUMBER has and continues to conduct business throughout the
state of Florida at all relevant times, including the Middle District of Florida.

10.  Actions giving rise to the named Plaintiffs’ claims occurred in Lake County,
Florida, which provides for federal jurisdiction in the Middle District of Florida, Ocala Division.
PARTIES

11.  Plaintiffs, MICHAEL and JILL SWIDLER, are residents of Lake County, Florida

and own a home located at 11101 Versailles Boulevard, Clermont, FL 34711-7346.

B)(3):CPSA Section 6(b E— N
12.  Defendant| o o ? | is a nationwide company

(b)(3).CPSA Section &(b) T
doing business in the state of Florida.{ ﬁ)rporate Headquarters is located

(B CPSASecton bb) B ‘

at _ S
(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(p) |
13. I specializes in the manufacture of numerous building
materials including synthetic-gypsum drywall.
14.  Defendant 84 LUMBER is a nationwide company doing business in the state of
Florida. 84 LUMBER’s Corporate Headquarters is located at 1019 Route 519, Eighty Four, PA

15330-2813.
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15, 84 LUMBER is a privately held building materials and service supplier for
professional contractors and consumers throughout the United States including the state of
Florida.

FACTS (GENERAL ALLEGATIONS)

A, History of Drywall

16.  “Drywall” is the common term for rigid paper-faced gypsum boards or panels
regularly used in the construction industry in the United States. Traditionally, the gypsum used
to make drywall was mined from various locations throughout the country. However, recent
advancements in technology have created a new form of gypsum known as “synthetic gypsum”
which is a byproduct produced by coal burning power plants. On information and belief, it is the
synthetic gypsum which is at the heart of the present drywall crisis. An understanding of the
connection between sulfur-laden drywall and coal buming power plants is necessary to expiain
the present situation.

17.  Fossil fuels such as coal and oil contain significant amounts of sulfur. When
burned, about 95 percent or more of the suifur is converted to sulfur dioxide that would be
released into the environment. Sulfur dioxide is a harmful pollutant known to cause acid rain
and significant health issues. Thus, the emissions from coal burmning power plants must be
“scrubbed” to remove the sulfur dioxide. Specifically, coal burning plants use technology
commonly known as “flue gas desulfurization” to scrub or remove sulfur dioxide from the
exhaust gasses produced by such facilities.

18.  The flue gas desulfurization process typically uses a calcium or sodium based
alkaline reagent. Flue gas is ducted to a spray tower where an aqueous slurry of sorbent is

injected into the flue gas. A portion of the water in the slurry is evaporated and the waste gas

1D1 090529CBB1741 Exh#4 Page 4 of23
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stream becomes saturated with water vapor. Sulfur dioxide dissolves into the slurry droplets
where it is collected.

19.  Air is then added to the slurry sorbent causing oxidation. This oxidization process
chemically creates a byproduct known as synthetic gypsum (calcium sulfate). Once the
remaining water is removed, the synthetic gypsum byproduct is sold for use in various products
such as cement, plaster, and drywall.

20.  Because synthetic gypsum is created through a desulfurization process by which
sulfur is removed from power-plant flue gases, the amount of sulfur-based pollutant in synthetic
gypsum is far higher than the levels found in naturally-occurring gypsum.

21.  When synthetic gypsum is used to manufacture drywall, the end product contains
excessive amounts of sulfur-based pollutants. When the exterior of Florida homes containing
synthetic gypsum drywall become heated due to normal Florida temperatures, the air temperature
inside the wall cavity between the outer shell of the home and the inner drywall becomes
significantly elevated. These elevated temperatures combined with Florida’s humidity cause
sulfur dioxide gas to be released, once again, from the synthetic gypsum.

22.  This sulfur dioxide gas causes significant oxidation of various metals that lie in
close proximity to the drywall. Metal components in air conditioning coils, electric motors and
other parts in dishwashers, microwaves, smoke detectors, computers and other household
appliances oxidize and fail as a result of the sulfur gases found in homes containing synthetic

gypsum drywall,
(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) !
B. |Role is Synthetic Gypsum Drywall
'(0)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)
23.  Defendar T

ses synthetic gypsum generated though the flue

ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ | -

gas desulfurization process in its gypsum drywall marketed under the trade name '6®
1
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(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)

icontains excessive amounts of sulfur-based poliutants due to
o

o . B I(b)(3):CPSA™
its high content of synthetic gypsum. When th¢section s(b) | temperature becomes elevated

sulfur-based gases are released which cause damage to the metal components of products as

described above. - 7 7
|(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)

!

24.  Defendant : jmanufacturcd, processed, distributed, delivered,
supplied, inspected, marketed and/or sold defective synthetic gypsum drywall, which was
unreasonably dangerous in its normal use in that the drywall caused, and continues to cause,
corrosion to HVAC coils and refrigerator units, certain electrical wiring and plumbing
components, and caused allergic reactions, coughing, sinus and throat infections, eye irritations,
respiratory problems and other health concemns.
PSS S
fuscd waste material from coal buming power plants to
create drywall used in American homes. The use of such waste materials causes the emission of
one of several sulfur-based gasses including sulfur dioxide and hydrogen sulfide.
26, When combined with moisture in the air, these sulfur compounds create sulfuric
acid, which has been known to dissolve solder joints, corrode coils and copper tubing —creating
leaks, blackening coils and causing HVAC systems and refrigerators to repeatedly fail. Sulfuric

acid has also been shown to corrode copper electrical wiring and plumbing components.

Sulifuric acid can also harm metals such as chrome, brass and silver.

{b)}(3):CPSA Section 6(b) j
27,  Defendant, | defective synthetic-gypsum drywall can
detrimentally affect and ultimately require the replacement of a variety of household items,
including but not limited to, dishwashers, microwaves, lighting fixtures, faucets and silverware,

In addition, the defective drywall has a noxious odor.
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. . . ‘(b)(3)CPSA Soction G(b) JR—
2% Considering the size of perations, a significant amount,

and most likely several million square feet of its defective drywall was used in the construction
of Florida homes between 2004 and the date of this Complaint.

C. Facts Pertaining to Class Representatives Michael and Jill Swidler

29.  Plaintiffs MICHAEL and JILL SWIDLER began construction of their home
located at 11101 Versailles Boulevard, Clermont, Florida on or about March of 2006, Michael
Swidler is a builder by trade and has been employed doing residential construction by Lennar
Homes, Engle Homes and Deluca Homes for approximately 15 years.

30.  Plaintiff, MICHAEL SWIDLER, acted as owner/builder in the construction of his
family home.

31.  In May of 2006, Plaintiff SWIDLER ordered 289 sheets of half-inch drywall from
Defendant, 84 LUMBER s store located in Tavares, Florida,

32.  On or about June 1, 2006, 84 LUMBER employees delivered 289 sheets of

B)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)

jprywall to the building site in Clermont, Florida.
33,  The 84 LUMBER delivery crew placed the drywall inside the dried-in structure

per Plaintiff SWIDLER’s instructions.

i(0)(3).CPSA section 6(b}

34, The pwwall was installed and finished by

o ' R e o)ECPSA Section &
Plaintiffs’ drywall subcontractor in accordance with industry standards and I(b)

(£)(3).CPSA ‘ LMEJ

Section 6(b) astallation guidelines.

I

35. At no time did the drywall at issue become wet or exposed to the elements.
36.  Construction was completed and the Plaintiffs moved into their new home in
October of 2006.

37.  Plaintiffs have two young children who live in the home with them.
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38.  In early 2007, the plumbing fixtures and several silver picture frames in the
Plaintiffs’ home started to corrode.

39.  On or about January 14, 2008, the coils in the Plaintiffs’ upstairs HVAC unit
developed a leak and failed despite being less than 2 years old. Plaintiffs paid to have the HVAC
coils replaced.

40.  On or about July 8, 2008, the coils in the Plaintiffs’ upstairs HVAC unit
developed another leak and failed again despite the coils being replaced six months prior. Again,
Plaintiffs paid to have the HVAC coils replaced.

4].  The coils in the Plaintiffs’ garage HVAC unit failed on or about December 22,
2007 and had to be replaced. Currently, the coils in both HVAC units have again turned black
and are oxidizing rapidly.

42,  On or about April of 2008, the microwave in Plaintiffs’ home failed due to the
keypad failing to operate properly. A new keypad was ordered and installed to remedy the
problem.

43.  On or about August of 2008, the main bulb in-Plaintiffs’ television went out
although the television was less than one year old.

44,  On or about February of 2009, the dishwasher in Plaintiffs home failed due to the
copper wiring surrounding the copper leads in the control unit of the device having completely
deteriorated. The repairman informed the Plaintiffs that the “copper wiring inside the wire nuts
was gone which caused the malfunction.” It was subsequently replaced.

45.  The smoke detectors in the Plaintiffs’ home randomly go off without cause. and

the home has a strong sulfur odor throughout.
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46.  All the copper ground wires attached to every light-switch and outlet in the home
have turned black and are rapidly oxidizing. The extent of the damage to the remaining wire
inside the walls of the home is yet to be determined.

47.  On information and belief, significant damage has been done to other household
items such as television and stereo components and computer components within the SWIDLER
home. Pieces of Plaintiff, JILL SWIDLER's jewelry have also turned black and prematurely
oxidized.

48.  On or about April 8, 2009, Plaintiffs MICHAEL AND JILL SWIDLER and their
two children moved out of their home as a result of exposure to and damages caused by
Defendants’ defective synthetic-gypsum drywall.

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS
49.  Plaintiffs brings this Class action pursuant to Rule 23 of the Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure on behalf of themselves and a Class defined as follows:

i . . |(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b
which contains defective | ection 6(b)

All persons whe ]wn a home in_the State of Florida
Drywall between 2004 an

A subclass exists which is defined as all nersons in_the

. . i(b)(B):CPSA Section 6(b) |

a‘(qb)'(’%)';'épé'{ Flarida that purchased defective) |
ISection 6(b) ! Drywall from any 84 Lumbar Company location

‘during the class period.
50.  Numerosity: The Class is composed of thousands of persons geographically
dispersed throughout the State of Florida, the joinder of whom in one action is impractical. The
Class is ascertainable and identifiable, Membership in the Class can be determined easily.

Defendants can determine the identity of all Class members from their own records.
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51. Commonality: Questions of law and fact common to the Class exists as to all

members of the Class and predominate over any questions affecting only individual members of

the Class. These common legal and factual issues include the following:

a.

(6)3)CPSA Section 66)

Whether Defendar; “nanufactured and sold a
Whether Defendant 84 LUMBER sold a defective product;

[(0)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) ‘L . )
Whether onduct in manufacturing and/or
distributiwmfwrywamm‘o?r&'w the duty of care owed to Plaintiffs and

members of the Class;

Whether 84 LUMBER's conduct in selling defective drywall fell below
the duty of care owed to Plaintiffs and members of the Class;

Whether Defendants concealed adverse information from Piaintiffs and
the Class;

Whether Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members are entitled to recover
compensatory, exemplary, punitive, and/or other damages as a result of
Defendants’ conduct;

Whether Defendants breached express warranties;
Whether Defendants breached implied warranties of merchantability;

Whether the Plaintiff Class is entitled to compensatory damages and, if so,
the nature and extent of such damages; and

Whether Defendants failed to adequately warn of the adverse effects of
their drywall.

52, Typicality:  Plaintiffs' claims are typical of the claims of the Plaintiff Class as

all such claims arise out of Defendants’ uniform course of wrongful conduct complained of

herein.

53.  Adequacy of Representation:  Plaintiffs will fairly and adequately protect the

interests of the Members of the Class and have no interests antagonistic to those of the Class.

Plaintiffs have retained counsel experienced in the prosecution of complex class actions,

including product and construction cases.

10
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54.  Predominance and Superiority: This Class action is appropriate for
certification because questions of law and fact common to the Members of the Class predominate
over questions affecting only individual Members, and a Class action is superior to other
available methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of this controversy, since individual
joinder of all Members of the Class is impracticable. Should individual Class Members be
required to bring separate actions, this Court and courts throughout the state of Florida would be
confronted with a multiplicity of lawsuits burdening the court system while also creating the risk
of inconsistent rulings and contradictory judgments. In contrast to proceeding on a case-by-case
basis, in which inconsistent results will magnify the delay and expense to all parties and the court
system, this class action presents far fewer management difficulties while providing unitary
adjudication, economies of scale and comprehensive supervision by a single Court,

55.  This action is also properly certified under the provisions of F.R.C.P. 23 because:

a. the prosecution of separate actions by individual members
of the Class would create a risk of inconsistency of varying
adjudications with respect to individual Class Members,
thus establishing incompatible standards of conduct for
Defendants; and

b. due to the nature of the relief sought, the prosecution of
separate actions by the individual members of the Class
would create a risk of adjudications with respect to them
that would, as a practical matter, be dispositive of the
interests of the other members of the Class not parties to
such adjudications or would substantially impair or impede
the ability of such members of the Class to protect their
interests.

56.  Defendants’ actions will require Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members to
evacuate their homes, remove all defective drywall from the homes, perform extensive remedial

repairs to the homes, and then repair the damaged property made visible during the performance

of these repairs.
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57.  Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members will also be required to repair or
replace corroded or damaged household items such as dishwashers, microwaves. lighting
fixtures, plumbing fixtures, electronics, jeweiry and silverware.

58. As a result, Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members have suffered, and continue
to suffer damages as 2 result of Defendants’ defective drywall and the corrosive effects of the
sulfur compounds found therein. These damages include, but are not limited to, the costs of
inspection, the costs and expenses necessary to remove and replace the defective drywall,
adjoining components, electrical wiring, interior finishes and personal property.

59.  Defendants’ actions also resulted in substantial diminution in the value of
Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members’ homes.

60.  Defendants had a duty to exercise reasonable care in inspecting, marketing and/or
selling drywall placed into the stream of commerce, including a duty to assure that the product
would perform as intended and would not cause and/or did not cause damage as described
herein.

61.  Defendants breached their duty by failing to exercise ordinary care in the
inspecting, marketing and/or seiling drywall Defendants placed into the stream of commerce in
that it knew or should have known that the product was defective, did not function as intended
and/or created a high risk of unreasonable, dangerous side effects, including, but not limited to,
corrosion to HVAC coils and refrigerator units, wires, tubes and pipes, and caused allergic
reactions, coughing, sinus and throat infections, eye irritations, respiratory problems and other
health concerns.

62.  Defendants knew or should have known that consumers such as Plaintiffs and the

Plaintiff Class Members would suffer damage as a result of Defendants' failure to exercise

12
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ordinary care.

63.  As a result of the foregoing acts and omissions, Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class
Members require and/or will require extensive reconstruction and repairs, and will incur repair
and replacement costs, repairs for appliances, incidental, and other related expenses. Plaintiffs
and the Plaintiff Class Members are informed and believe, and further ailege, that Plaintiffs and
the Plaintiff Class Members will in the future be required to pay for additional repairs and/or
replacement costs.

COUNT |
BREACH OF IMPLED WARRANTY OF MERCHANTABILITY

64.  Plaintiffs, MICHAEL AND JILL SWIDLER, individually and on behalf of all
others similarly situated, repeat, reiterate and re-allege paragraphs 1 through 63 of this
Complaint, with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein.

65.  This is an action against Defendant 84 LUMBER for breach of the implied
warranty of merchantability under the common law and/or Florida Statute §672.314.

(b}{3):CPSA Section 6(b}

66.  This is an action against Defendant| ]{or breach of the
[— S

implied warranty of merchantability under the common law and/or Florida Statute §672.3 14.
[{b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) '
67. is the manufacturer, supplier, and distributor of its drywall

products throughout the United States,

68. 84 LUMBER is a merchant of gypsum drywall at its various locations throughout

) . i {(6)(3).CPSA Section 6(b) 7
the United States, including the| drywall which is the subject

of this action.

69.  The defective drywall used in the construction of Plaintiffs’ and the Plaintiff Class

(b)(3).CPSA Section 6(b)
Members' homes was sent from | o 84 LUMBER who delivered the

product to Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class for use in various construction projects.

13
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70.  Homebuilders and/or their agents or employees entered into contracts with either
one Defendant or both Defendants to purchase synthetic-gypsum drywall that was intended to be
installed in the homes of the Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class.

71.  Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members are intended third-party beneficiaries of
contracts between Defendants and Homebuilders because it was the clear and manifest intent of
Defendants that the contracts were to primarily and directly benefit Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff
Class Members who would ultimately own the homes being constructed,

72.  Pursuant to Florida Statute 672.314 and/or common law, Defendants warranted
that the synthetic-gypsum drywall was merchantable and reasonably fit for the ordinary purpose
for which drywall is normally used.

73.  Defendants breached the implied warranty of merchantability by selling certain
synthetic-gypsum drywall that was defective and not reasonably fit for the ordinary purpose for

which drywall is used.

[(b)(3).CPSA Section 6(b) |
74.  The drywall that was manufactured and supplied by d
| i

sold by 84 LUMBER was installed in Plaintiffs’ home and the hc;mcs of the Plaintiff Class
Members and is defective because it causes damage to various metal components and creates
various health issues as described above.

75.  As a result of Defendants’ breach of the implied warranty of merchantability,
Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members have suffered and continue to suffer damages.

76.  As a result of the foregoing acts and omissions, Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class
Members require and/or will require extensive reconstruction and repairs, and will incur repair
and replacement costs, repairs for appliances, incidental, and other related expenses. Plaintiffs

and the Plaintiff Class Members are informed and believe, and further allege, that Plaintiffs and

14
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the Plaintiff Class Members will in the future be required to pay for additional repairs and/or

replacement costs.

COUNT 11
BREACH OF IMPLED WARRANTY
OF FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE

77.  Plaintiffs, MICHAEL AND JILL SWIDLER, individually and on behalf of all
others similarly situated, repeat, reiterate and re-allege paragraphs 1 through 63 of this

Complaint, with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein.
[(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) |

78.  This is an action against Defendant, kor breach of the

implied warranty of fitness for a particular purpose under the common law and/or Florida Statute
§672.314.

79.  This is an action against Defendant 84 LUMBER for breach of the implied
warranty of fitness for a particular purpose under the common law and/or Florida Statute
§672.314.

b)(3).CPSA Section 6(b . . .
®R) ection 60 "’IS a manufacturer and supplier of synthetic-gypsum

80.

|
— |

drywall.

81. 84 LUMBER is a supplier of synthetic-gypsum drywall.

82.  Upon information and belief, the defective drywall used in the construction of

,”(bj‘(’é):éﬁsi\“’éé&i& 6(b) |
Plaintiffs' and the Plaintiff Class Members' homes was sent from thc‘[ ’to 84
LUMBER,
(0)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)
83.  Upon information and belief, Iso sent defective drywall

that was used in the construction of Class Members’ homes through other supply companies and

retail outlets. Plaintiffs will amend this complaint when and if such other Defendants are

IS
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identified.

84.  Homebuilders and/or their agents or employees entered into contracts with one or
both Defendants to purchase gypsum drywall that was installed in Plaintiffs Class Members'
homes.

85.  Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members are intended third-party beneficiaries of
those contracts because it was the clear and manifest intent of Defendants that the contracts were
to primarily and directly benefit Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members.

86. At the time Defendants entered into the contracts with the homebuilders,
Defendants had reason to know that the gypsum drywall was being purchased for the particular
purpose of being installed in residential homes like those owned by Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff
Class Members, and that homebuilders were relying on Defendants’ skill and judgment to furnish
gypsum drywall that was suitable for this particular purpose.

87.  Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members used the gypsum drywall provided by
Defendants without being informed by Defendants that such drywall was unsuitable for the
particular purpose of being installed in residential homes owned by Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff
Class Members.

88.  Pursuant to Florida Statute 672.315 and/or common law, Defendants warranted
that the gypsum drywall was fit for the particular purpose of being installed in residential homes.

89.  Defendants breached the implied warranty of fitness for a particular purpose by
selling certain synthetic-gypsum drywall that was defective and not fit for the particular purpose
of being installed in residential homes.

90.  The drywall manufactured, supplied, and sold by Defendants and installed in

Plaintiffs' home and the homes of the Plaintiff Class Members is defective because it causes

16
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damage as described more fully herein,

91.  As a result of Defendants’ breach of the implied warranty of merchantability,
Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members have suffered and continue to suffer damages.

92.  As aresult of the foregoing acts and omissions, Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class
Members require and/or will require extensive reconstruction and repairs, and will incur repair
and replacement costs, repairs for appliances, incidental, and other related expenses. Plaintiffs
and the Plaintiff Class Members are informed and believe, and further allege, that Plaintiffs and
the Plaintiff Class Members will in the future be required to pay for additional repairs and/or
replacement costs, |

COUNT 111
BREACH OF EXPRESS WARRANTY

(Against GEORGIA-PACIFIC Only)
93.  Plaintiffs, MICHAEL AND JILL SWIDLER, individually and on behalf of all

others similarly situated, repeat, reiterate and re-allege paragraphs 1 through 63 of this

Complaint, with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein.

94, ‘i(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)

| :;xpressly warranted that its synthetic-gypsum drywall was

safe and appropriate for use in a variety of residential building applications, including but not
limited to interior walls, and ceilings.
95.  Because of the excessive amount of Sulfur-based pollutants involved, Defendant

(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) ;
synthetic-gypsum drywall did not conform to these express

representations because syuthetic-gypsum drywall is defective and
unsafe, and is associated with numerous side effects resulting from excessive amounts of sulfur-
based pollutants.

96.  As adirect and proximate result of the breach of said warranties, Plaintiffs and the

17
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Plaintiff Class Members suffered, and/or will continue o0 suffer, and/or are at an increased risk to

suffer, extensive damage, economic loss and/or other harm.
[(6)(3):CPSA Section6
97.  Plaintiff Class Members relied on the express warranties made b® |

b)(3):CPSA . . —— L
(Se)f;tizm 6(b) }because they used the product in the construction of residential dwellings.

{0)(3) CPSA Section 6(6) | . '
 breached the aforesaid express warranties, as the drywall at

98.

issue was defective for its intended use.

[(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) | .. "
99, OO eetion 60 xpressly represented to Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class

|
I

Members to their homebuilde“;“ thatnts drywall was safe, efficacious, and fit for use for the
purposes intended, that the its drywall was of merchantable quality, that its drywall did not
produce any dangerous side effects, and that its drywall was adequately tested and fit for its

intended use.

|(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) h .
100. | . knew or should have known that the aforesaid

J

representations and warranties were false, misleading and untrue because its drywall was not fit
for the use intended and, in fact, produced severe and extensive damage to Plaintiffs’ home and
to the homes of the Plaintiff Class Members because of the materials used to manufacture its
drywall.

101.  As a result of the foregoing acts and omissions, Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class
Members require and/or will require extensive reconstruction and repairs, and will incur repair
and replacement costs, repairs for appliances, incidental, and other related expenses. Plaintiffs
and the Plaintiff Class Members are informed and believe, and further allege, that Plaintiffs and
the Plaintiff Class Members will in the future be required to pay for additional repairs and/or

replacement costs.

18
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COUNT 1V
VIOLATION OF THE FLORIDA DECEPTIVE AND
UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES ACT S
Defendants 34 LUMBER an(*/®PSh Secton &) |

|
[

102. Plaintiffs, MICHAEL AND JILL SWIDLER, individually and on behalf of all

others similarly situated, repeat, reiterate and re-allege paragraphs 1 through 63 of this
Complaint, with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein.

103, This action seeks to secure redress for the unlawful, deceptive and unfair trade

. {(b)(3):CPSA Section &(b) |
practices, perpetrated by Dcfendants[ %\JD 84 LUMBER against Florida

consumers. -

104. Plaintiffs and Plaintiff Class Members are "consumers" and the subject
transactions are "trade or commerce" as defined by Florida Statute § 501.203(8).

105. Defendants actions and/or omissions as described herein violate Florida Statutes,
§ 501.201, er seq., which was enacted to protect the consuming public from those who engage in
unfair methods of competition, or unconscionable, deceptive, or unfair acts or practices in the
conduct of any trade or commerce.

](b)(B):CPSA Section 6(b) b, ) )
nisrepresented and omitted material
]

106.  Specifically,
information regarding its drytiﬂff)roduct by failing to disclose known risks and by selling the

product as being fit for use in residential construction projects.

107. Z((B)(a):CPSA Section 6(b)

|

ﬁxisrepresentations and concealment of material facts
!

constitute unconscionable commercial practices, deception, fraud, false pretenses,

misrepresentation, and/or the knowing concealment, suppression, or omission of materials facts
with the intent that others rely on such concealment, suppression, or omission in connection with

the sale and use of Defendants’ drywall in violation of Florida Statutes, 501.201, et. segq.

(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)
108. F ated Florida Statutes, §501.201, ef seq., by knowingly
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and falsely representing that Defendants' drywall was fit to be used for the purpose for which
they were intended, when Defendants knew or should have known that it was dangerous,

ineffective, unsafe and by other acts alleged herein.

b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b . . . .
109. ‘( e ceton 6(b) Tngaged in the deceptive acts and practices alleged herein

in order to sell its drywall to the public, including Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members,

and/or their representatives.

4(}))(3) :CPSA Section 6(b)

110.  Said acts and practices on the part o !\ere and are illegal

and unlawful pursuant to Florida Statute §501.204.

) . {(6)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) o )
111.  As a direct and proximate result oﬁ‘: riolations of Florida

i ]

Statutes, §501.201, et. seq., Plaintiffs and the P]amtxffClassMembers ha&g suffered damages.
Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class Members are entitled to compensatory damages, equitable and
declaratory relief, punitive damages, costs and reasonable attorney’s fees.
COUNT V
VIOLATION OF THE MAGNUSON-MOSS
WARRANTY IMPROVEMENT ACT
112, Plaintiffs, MICHAEL AND JILL SWIDLER, individually and on behalf of all
others similarly situated, repeat, reiterate and re-allege paragraphs 1 through 63 of this
Complaint, with the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein.
113, Plaintiffs and the Class are "consumers" as defined by 15 U.S.C. § 2301(3).
114.  Each Defendant is a "supplier,” "warrantor," and "service contractor” as defined
by 15 U.S.C. §§ 2301(4), 2301(5), and 2301(8).
115. The Drywall is a "consumer product" as defined by 15 U.S.C. § 2301 (1).

116. The Magnuson-Moss Warranty Improvement Act (“MMWA") requires

Defendants to be bound by all warranties implied by state law.
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117.  Section 15 U.S.C. § 2310(d)(1) of the MMWA provides that a consumer who is
damaged by the failure of a supplier, warrantor, or service contractor to comply with any
obligation under this title, or under a written warranty, implied warranty, or service contract, may
bring suit for damages and other legal and equitable relief in any court of competent jurisdiction
in any State,

118.  As a divect and proximate result of Defendants' breach of warranty, Plaintiffs and
the Class are entitled to the remedies prayed for below.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs and Plaintiff Cilass Members demand judgment against the
Defendants, jointly and severally, as follows:

An Order certifying the Class, appointing MICHAEL AND JILL SWIDLER as Class
Representatives and appointing Vamell & Warwick, P.A, as counsel to the Class;

a. Equitable, injunctive, and declaratory relief;

b. Damages in an amount to be determined at trial, but in an amount
exceeding 75 thousand dollars in Pre-judgment and post-judgment interest at the maximum rate
allowable at law;

c. Treble, exemplary, and/or punitive damages in an amount to be
determined at trial;

d. The costs and disbursements incurred by Plaintiffs and Plaintiff Class
Members in connection with this action, including reasonable attorneys' fees;

e. All statutory damages;

f. Disgorgement of Defendants' profits from the sale of drywall;

g Reimbursement for all costs and expenses incurred in the repair of any
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purchase price paid, including, but not limited to, insurance co-payments, interest on these
amounts from the date of purchase, attorneys' fees and costs, non-pecuniary damages, as well as
any other legal or equitable relief to which Plaintiffs may be en‘titled;

h. Such other and further relief under all applicable state and federal law and

any other relief the Court deems just and appropriate.

DEMAND FORJURY TRIAL
Plaintiffs, MICHAEL AND JILL SWIDLER, individually and on behalf of the Plaintiff

Class Members, hereby demand a trial by jury as to all issues so triable.

Dated: April _o04_, 2009, Respectfully Submitted,

L Ao
Briard W. Warwick \
TRIAL COUNSEL
Fla. Bar No.; 0605573
JANET R. VARNELL
Fla. Bar No.: 0071072
VARNELL & WARWICK, P.A.
20 La Grande Blvd.
The Villages, FL 32159
Telephone: (352) 753-8600
Facsimile: (352) 753-8606
bwwarwick@aol.com

22

DI 090529CBB1741  Exh #4 Page 22 of 23



Case 5:09-cv-00181-WTH-GRJ  Document 1

Of Counsel

KLAFTER OLSEN & LESSER LLP
Seth Lesser, Esquire

NY Bar No.: 2265585

Two Intemational Drive, Suite 350
Rye Brook, New York 10574

(914) 934-9200

(914) 934-9220 Fax
seth@klafterolsen.com
www_klafterolsen.com

DONOVAN SEARLES, LLC
Michael D. Donovan, Esquire
PA Bar No.: 51895

1845 Walnut Street, Suite 1100
Philadelphia, PA 19103

(215) 732-6067

(215) 732-8060 Fax
mdonovan@donovansearles.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs and the Class
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Background

Consumers from more than 10 States and the District of
Columbia have reported concemns related to drywall
imported from China that is in their houses. The
Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) is the lead
federal agency for this issue. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) is working with CPSC and the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention-Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (CDC-ATSDR), in
coordination with State and local authorities, to investigate
this matter.

To gather more information about Chinese drywall, CDC-
ATSDR requested that EPA conduct an elemental analysis
of Chinese drywall and compare it with drywall
manufactured in the United States.

Analysis of Drywall Samples

With CDC-ATSDR's concurrence, two wallboard samples
from Florida houses known to have been manufactured in
China were selected by the Florida Department of Health

(FDOH) for analysis. Additionally, four samples of U.S.-
manufactured drywall were purchased by EPA from local
stores in Edison, New Jersey and included in the analysis.

Prior to analysis, the thin layer of paint was scraped off of
the two Chinese drywall samples for metals analysis. The
paper was then separated from the solid (gypsum) material
of all six drywall samples and placed into separate glass
jars. The paper portions of the samples were analyzed for
metals, semi volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) and
formaldehyde. The gypsum samples were analyzed for
metals, SVOCs, volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
formaldehyde, sulfide, water soluble chlorides, total
organic carbon (TOC), pH and loss on ignition (LOI).

The results of this analysis will inform additional testing
by CPSC to help determine the compounds that may be
affecting residents and their houses.

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY

Drywall Sampling Analysis

Results

The results of the analysis are noted below. It is important
to note that the analysis included a very small sample size,
and the results of this testing may not be representative of
all drywall products. The analysis was conducted to
identify the elemental material contained in the drywall
samples and is not itself intended to establish a definitive
link between the drywall and the conditions being
observed in houses.

o Sulfur was detected at 83 parts per millions (ppm)
and 119 ppm in the Chinese drywall samples. Sulfur
was not detected in the four US-manufactured
drywall samples.

* Strontium was detected at 2,570 ppm and 2,670 ppm
in the Chinese drywall samples. Strontium was
detected in the US-manufactured drywall at 244 ppm
to 1,130 ppm. Total acid soluble suifides were not
detected in any samples.

¢ Iron concentrations of 1,390 ppm and 1,630 ppm
were detected in the Chinese drywall samples and in
the range of 841 ppm to 3,210 ppm for the US-
manufactured drywall samples. Additional drywall
samples will be tested to determine whether the iron
is present as oxide, sulfide or sulfate.

EPA’s analysis showed the presence of two organic
compounds in the Chinese drywall that are associated with
acrylic paints: propanoic acid, 2-methyl-, 2,2-dimethyl-1-
(2-hydroxy-1-methylethyl) propyl ester at estimated
concentrations of 58 ppm and 92 ppm, and propanoic acid,
2-methyl-, 3-hydroxy-2,4,4-trimethylpentyl ester at
estimated concentrations of 50 ppm and 84 ppm. These
compounds were not detected in the US-manufactured
drywall.

EPA will continue to work with its federal and state
partners to respond to this issue. EPA also is working with
a multi-agency and state technical group to develop an
indoor sampling protocol for use by CPSC and states to
conduct indoor air testing in houses suspected of
containing Chinese drywall. The group’s goal is to
complete the protocol by June 30, 2009. EPA expects that
results from the indoor sampling will be evaluated by
CDC-ATSDR for possible health implications.
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§"’ ] ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE TEAM
] m 4 Edison, New Jersey 08837
%"'4 v.é‘f
L POV
May 7, 2009

Ms. Lyon Wilder

Environmental Health Scientist

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
Department of Homeland Security -

4770 Buford Highway, NE

Mailstop F-57

Atlanta, GA 30341-3717

Subject: Drywall Sample Analysis
Dear Ms. Wildet,

The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) contacted the
Envitonmental Response Team (ERT) of the USEPA Office of Superfund Remediation
and Technology Innovation (OSRTT) for analytical assistance with the Chinese-
manufactured drywall used in Floiida. On March §, 2009, a teleconference was held
with ERT, ATSDR and the Florida Department of Health (FDOH). The EDOH
provided background information, including the work that had been previously
petformed by contiactors fiom Lennar and Knauf (a German company that
manufactures drywall in China). ATSDR requested that ERT conduct an independent .
elemental analysis of the Chinese drywall and compare it with the drywall ;
manufactwed in the U S. With ATSDR's concuirence, six wallboard samples wete
selected for analysis. Two drywall samples known to have been manufactured in China
were extracted by FDOH from affected homes in Florida. Four samples of U.S -
manufactured drywall were purchased from local stores in Edison, New Jersey.

Drywall Sample Analysis

ATSDR 1equested that the ERT analytical laboratoty provide support to analyze
diywall samples from China suspected of emitting rotten egg odors and causing coppel =
corrosion (e.g., power switches, appliances) throughout the houses with complaints. The ' :
cotrosion of copper containing items may lead to releases of chlorofluorocarbons
(CFCs) and natural gases, depending on their construction materials. Individuals
complaining about the drywall in their homes have also reported health issues such as
problems with asthma, respiratory irritation, breathing difficulties, coughing, insomnia,
eye irritation and headaches. At this time, FDOH has been unable to determine if these
issues are directly linked to the suspect drywall. To date, a relatively low number of
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samples have been analyzed, and the emission levels detected from samples tested in
the laboratory are far lower than those typically associated with such symptoms.

Two Chinese painted drywall samples extracted from Florida homes by FDOH
were shipped to Edison for analysis by USEPA/ERT. ERT purchased four US-
manufactured drywall samples from local stores for compatison. First, the thin layer of
paint was scraped off of two Chinese drywall samples for metals analysis. The top and
bottom layers of paper were separated from the solid (gypsum) material of all six
drywall samples and placed into separate glass jars. The paper portions of the samples
were analyzed for metals, semi volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) and
formaldehyde. The gypsum samples wete analyzed for metals, SVOCs, volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), formaldehyde, sulfide, water soluble chlorides, total organic
carbon (TOC), pH and loss on ignition (LOI). Also, an optical microscopic examination
was conducted to determine the presence of fly ash.

The diywall sample manufactuers and product names are as follows: US
Gypsum/Hamilton (US); PROROC/Certainteed (US); National Gypsum/Gold Bond
(US), GP/Tough Rock (US); Knauf/33928-20055 (China); and MIC/33966-12077
(China). The ERT/REAC analytical methods were modified to analyze these samples,
as standard methods weie not available in the area of sample digestion/preparation
procedures.

Analytical Metheds

Semi Volatile Organic Compounds: The gypsum and paper pottions of the
drywall samples were analyzed using ERT/REAC SOP #1805. A specific weight of
sample in grams is extracted with a 1:1 methylene chloride/acetone mix in a Soxtherm
extractor. The extract is concentrated, spiked with an internal standard mixture and
subsequently analyzed by gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC/MS). Target
analytes are identified by comparing the measured mass spectra and retention times
with those obtained fiom calibration standards acquired under the same operating
conditions used for the samples. Quantitation of each identified target analyte is
calculated based on the internal standard method. The method was modified to
determine the presence of any non-target compounds via a library search for the
purpose of tentative identification. The NIST/EPA/NIH Mass Spectial Library
containing moie than 100,000 spectra was used. The elemental sulfur was analyzed
using the sample extracts by GC/MS using an ERT/REAC modified method.

Volatile Organic Compounds: The two Chinese and one US-manufactured
drywall gypsum samples were analyzed using ERT/REAC SOP #1807. A known
amount of gypsum is weighed into a 40-milliliter (mL) Teflon®-lined septum vial, 5
mL of commercially available water suitable for VOC analysis is added, and the sealed
vial is placed in the auto sampler. An additional S-mL portion of VOC-free water
containing swirogate/internal standards is added by the autosampler In order to purge
the compounds out of the dry wall, the samples were heated for five minutes at 75°C.
These samples were then purged with helium for 20 minutes at the same temperature,
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desorbed (trapped) onto the ttap for four minutes and injected into the GC and detected
using a 5975 MSD. The method was modified to determine the presence of any non-
target compounds via a library search for the purpose of tentative identification. The
NIST/EPA/NIH Mass Spectral Library containing more than 100,000 spectra was used.

Metals: The gypsum samples were first screened using a NITON x-ray
fluorescence detector (XRF) to determine the presence of any metals. The XRF will
help to ascertain whether additional metals that are not included in the Target Analyte
List (TAL) routinely analyzed by the laboratory need to be added. The gypsum, paper
and paint samples were analyzed for TAL metals using ERT/REAC SOP #1811,
Determination of Metals by Inductively Coupled Plasma (ICP) Methods, and SOP
#1832, Determination of Mercury by Cold Vapor Atomic Absorption (CVAA). Based on
the XRF screening, strontium and sulfur were added to the list of analytes.

Formaldehyde, Sulfide, Total Orgamic Carbon: Analyses for these
compounds were contracted to outside laboratories. Formaldehyde was analyzed by
high pressure liquid chromatography (HPLC), ultiaviolet detection (UV) in accordance
with modified NIOSH Method 2016. For acid soluble sulfides, the gypsum samples
were distilled using EPA SW-846 Method 9030B, which separates the sulfides from the
matrix by adding sulfuric acid to the sample and heating to 70°C. The sulfide was
quantified using an iodometric method. TOC was determined using a carbonaceous
analyzer in accordance with EPA Region II SOP #C-88.

Water Soluble Chlorides: A specific weight of sample was mixed with a
known volume of water prior to analysis. Samples were analyzed using a five-point
calibration curve by a modified ferricyanide spectrophotometric technique, as outlined
in the Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater, Method 4500-
Cl-E.

Loss on Ignition and pH: Loss on ignition data were obtained by weighing a
known amount of sample into a crucible and igniting at 750°C using the modified
Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater, Method 2540G. A 5
percent weight by volume of a gypsum sample in water was prepared and mixed using a
magnetic stirrer. The pH of the resulting aqueous solution was measured
electrometrically using a calibrated pH meter.

Alkalinity and Sulfate: Alkalinity was performed in accordance with the
Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater, Methed 2320B, that
uses an acid titrant to measure the buffering capacity or ability to react with acids to a
specific pH. Sulfates were determined using EPA Region I SOP #C-19

Optical Microscopic Examination: The optical microscopic examination was
performed at the ERT-Las Vegas laboratory using an Olympus optical microscope.
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Discussion of the Results:

The significant differences between the Chinese drywall and the US-
manufactured drywall analysis are as follows:

ERT analysis shows the presence of sulfur at 83 ppm and 119 ppm in the
Chinese drywall samples and sulfur not detected in fowr US-manufactured drywall
samples. The metal analysis shows the presence of strontium at 2,570 ppm and 2,670
ppm in the Chinese drywall samples, whereas strontium was detected in the US-
manufactured drywall at 244 ppm to 1,130 ppm. The total acid soluble sulfides were not
detected in any of the drywalls Further investigation is ciitical to determine the
presence of strontium as strontium sulfate or strontium sulfide using
x-tay diffraction.

fron concentrations of 1,390 ppm and 1,630 ppm were detected in the Chinese
drywall samples and in the range of 841 ppm to 3,210 ppm fo1 the US drywall samples.
The highest concentration of iron detected in the National Gypsum/Gold Bond diywall
was twice as high as the amount found in the Chinese diywall An investigation will be
done using additional drywall samples to deteimine whether the iron is present as oxide,
sulfide or sulfate.

No evidence of fly ash in the Chinese drywall samples was noted based on the
optical microscopic examination. -

The ERT/REAC SVOC analysis results show the presence of two organic
compounds in the Chinese drywall, as tentatively identified by the mass spectrometty
library seaich for the Chinese diywall. The FDOH has requested that ERT further
investigate these compounds. The two compounds were propanoic acid, 2-methyl-, 2,2-
dimethyl-1-(2-hydroxy-1-methylethyl) propyl ester (CAS # 74367-33-2) at estimated
concentiations of 58 and 92 ppm, and propanoic acid, 2-methyl-, 3-hydroxy-2,4,4-
trimethylpentyl ester (CAS # 74367-34-3) at estimated concentrations of 50 and 84
ppm. These compounds were not detected in the US-manufactured diywall. ERT
analyzed two samples for VOCs by GC/MS. The analyses confirm the presence of the
above two compounds in the Chinese drywall, as tentatively identified by the mass
spectrometry library search. ERT is in the process of obtaining standards of propanoic
acid, 2-methyl-, 2,2-dimethyl-1-(2-hydroxy-1-methylethyl) propyl ester (CAS # 74367-
33-2) and propanoic acid, 2-methyl-, 3-hydioxy-2,4,4-trimethylpentyl ester (CAS #
74367-34-3) to confirm the findings. The literature search reveals that these
compounds are found in acrylic paints as reported in the following website:

http://www?2.mst.dk/common/Udgivramme/F rame .asp7hitp://www2.mst.dk/udgi
v/publications/2008/978-87-7052-763-7/html/kap02 eng.htm

The summary of analytical results of the six drywall (gypsum, paper, and paint)
samples is presented in Summary Table 1. The semi-quantitative XRF data for gypsum
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analysis are presented in Table 2. The tentatively identified compounds detected by the
GC/MS library search for the SVOC analysis are presented in Table 3 for the gypsum
and paper portions of the drywall samples.

Work in Progress

The additional drywall samples to be received from CPSC will be analyzed
semi-quantitatively for calcium sulfate, strontium sulfide, strontium sulfate, pyrites and
iron oxide by x-ray diffraction. The drywall samples from the United States and China
will also be analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, metals including strontium, sulfide, sulfite,
formaldehyde, TOC and LOI. An optical mictoscopic examination for fly ash will also
be conducted. Based on these analyses and the chamber study, ERT will conduct indoor
air monitoring in Florida and Louisiana in three test houses for predetermined
parameters. A QAPP is under preparation for the Iechnical Workgroup to review based
on the available information to date, and will be modified based on any new
information.

[f there are any questions, please call me at 732-321-6761.

/_i%cerely
‘ Q.\
Raj Singhwi;yCRemist

Enclosures

cc: David Krause, FDOH .
Barnes Johnson, OSRTI
Amold Layne, OSRIVTIIFSD
Jeff Heimerman, OSRTI/TIFSD
Dave Wright, ERT
Harry Compton, ERT
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Table-1 Resulfs of the Anaiysis for Metals in Solid Drywali Material, Paper and Paint

Sanpie No. 1 2 3 4 5 3
Sample ID US Gypsum/Hamiitol Knauff31828-20055] MIC/33988-12077 PROROQCICertainteedational GypsumiGold Born] GP/Tough Roek
Mathod - us Chniz China us us us
%LO1 ut 750C 21 22 24 21 19 24
pH of 5% sluny 708 741 1.35 728 720 731
Analvie mgikg mglky mgikg [LILE) maikg moikg
Aluninum Modified REAC SOP 1811 305 1180 948 357 36510 1140
Barium Mod¥ied REAC SOP 1811 5.14 3 42.8 14.2 128 160
Calcium Modifted REAC SOP 1811 278000 288000 254000 28700 245000 248000
Chromium Madifisd REAC SOP 1811 1.82 528 360 281 4.34 1.88
Coball Modified REAC SOP 1811 <087 <0.87 <083 <0.98 2,89 <0.80
Copper Modified REAC S0P 1811 «<1.52 .79 2.80 <1.71 6.15 2.07
ieon Moditiad REAC SOP 1811 841 1380 1630 1170 3210 1830
Load Madillad REAC SOP 1814 <2.17 <218 <233 <244 48 2.61
m Modified REAC SOP {811 483 5020 10300 934 5250 4980
4anhg Medified REAC SOP 1811 3.24 48.8 713 181 £9.1 724
Mercury Modified REAC SOP 1832 208 0582 0.190 00668 <D.D47 <0.045
Nickal Modified REAC SOP 1811 <1.30 1.88 144 1.62 541 200
F Modiflad REAC SOP 1811 108 388 338 135 685 1490
Selenium Modified REAC SOP 161 1 884 -2.81 <303 343 <287 <2 122
Sodiim Modified REAC §0P 1811 <217 428 498 <244 <220 <225
lvenadium Modified REAC SOP 1811 <087 242 228 237 3.38 2.34
2inc ModiNad REAC SOP 1811 <8.71 <@.71 <T.24 <7.56 <6.83 101
IStrontium (Drvwa ilPaper Madifled REAC SOP 1811 244148 2670/670 26701836 4980110 638/18 1130186
Strontium [Paint} Modifled REAC SOP 1811 NA a9 122 NA [y NA
Alkainlly (CaCO3) SN23208 <g9 <5 370 <89 840 230
Alkafinity - Bicerbonale SM23208 <99 <8 g0 <90 840 230
Sulfide (Lab1) 30308 <4 <4 <4 <4 <4 12
Suillide (Lab 2} 90308 <10 <10 <10 <10 <t0 <10
{Sutfate Region I| SOP#C-19 £06000 535000 507000 852000 S58000 667000
Chioride ¢ water sohbie} Modifled SM 4500-C- E 74 250 190 38 50 143
Sulfur Modifled REAC SOP 18058 <A 28 119 [ <813 <7.84 «<1.94
Fonnaldenvde (Orywal/Paper) Modifled NKOSH 2108 ND/O 58 NDAO.44 NOMND NDO.83 0.5AMND 0.240.67
Total Orpanie Casbon Reglon Il SOP#C-£8 4300 2300 4300 2200 5500 416000
TOTAL ORGANIC COMPOUND* (DrywalVPaper) REAC SOP 1805 1308 1451125 243248 183298 31800 ' 235012400

* GC/MS anatysis resulis from BNA axtract Including TIC'S

Raj April, 28. 2009
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Table 2 Qualitative Analysis of Drywall Gypsum- XRF

Sample# {Sample D Ca Fe Sr

1 US Gypsum/Hamilton uUs 222000 +/- 1200 410 +/- 90 180 +/- 10
2 Knauf/33928-20055 China 240000 +/- 1300 720 +/- 110 1970 +/- 32

2(Duplicate) |Knauf/33928-20055 China 241000 +/- 1300 730 +/- 100 1960 +/- 32
3 MIC/33966-12077 China 238000 +- 1300 930 +/- 120 2130 +/- 34
4 Proroc/Certainyeed Us 226000 +/- 1200 890 +/- 120 370 +/- 14
5 National Gypsum/Gold Bond us 210000 +/- 1200 2010 +/- 160 460 +- 16
6 GP/Tough Rock uUs 220000 +/- 1200 1210 +/- 130 844 +/-21

A. Major - Calcium

Present - lron, Strontium, Sulfur

Note: the sulfur line appears as week peak 1n the XRF spectrum of each sample

{sulfur cannot be quantified in these samples with Nitton XRF unit)

B. XRF Rssuits (total concentration) in ppm +/- 1 standard deviation




21880625060 101

6jogebed GHuxg

Sarmple #

Table 3 Tentatwely identifisd Organic C

L Ly

tration {mgikg)

[Tontatively Lientitied Organic Compounds

5

[

{
U8 GypausvHamilion
us

Hational GypsumGold Bond

GPiTough Rock

us

Gypsum

Paper

Gypsum

Papar

us

Gypsum | Paper

1687

0.9¢

1.68
0.78

ae?

1.48

147

206

256

0.55

145

6.84 4.28 2352

1.07

299

1.52

0.65

ol, 1-{2-(2-methoxy-4

177

thytethoayt=1 tethos
anol, 1{2-(2-methoxy-1-melhyie oxy)-1 pthoxy]H{some

-0.80

gnol,_1-J2-(2-raelhoxy-1-methylethoxy)-1-methykeihoxy]-isomsr

Haxuethylene giycoi dimethy! siher (7)

0.57

2-Propancl, 1-(2-malhoxy-1-me

oxy)- somer
Cyclohsxasfioxans, dodecamatiot-

1.48 1.6

2,2 4-Trimathyt-1,3-pendanedict discbutyraie

a.65

Propanic Ackt, 2methyt-2,2 -1-{2-nydroxy-1-methyiettwhipropyl ester

18.3%

1.00

opanoic Acld, 2-methyl-,2,2-dmethyl-1-{2-hydroxy-{-mey

279

Propanoic Actd, 2-mothyl-2,2-c§ -1-{2-hydroxy-i-methylethyljprop
Vaniin

ododecans

ijpropyl sstertunknown

57.84 92.38

estscrunknown

50.45 83.57

1.98

086 0.53

ol, 2,8-His{1,1-ca yi)-4-ethyi-

6.24

Uniayown

178

Cedro

Be Bonzaets

1.26

Homome seicylate

-Hexadecenole acitt

0.58

128 198 1.10

1.12 079

-Octadecencic acld, (E}- of olalc ucid
maioate

276

[§]

2.4
123

Dciadecanaic acld

7.00

101

C21 siane

n-akans

‘818

020

3.91

Tetrocosens

.27

24.01 14

162 078 1.84

0.85

0.83

D45

3.56 1.71 58 213

9188

132 189

78.78 .36

morphiolne, 4-pheny-
C26 alkano

213

1.83

188.23 97

0.62

561 2.16 867 2.57

2.6

323 3.0

dlethitenoghyeol dienzoats somer
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Photograph of cut out and
reversed drywall to the
home in the left living
area.
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Photograph of cut out
and reversed drywall
to the home in the
right living area.
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{b)(3):CPSA Section 6(t)

Labeling on the back
of the drywall
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Labeling on the back of
the drywal
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Labeling on the back
of the drywall
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Labeling on the back
of the drywall

(90529CBB1741 Exh#8 Page 11027



e

(b)(s):PAecnon (o)

Labeling on the back of
the drywall

090529CBB1741

Exh48  Page120f27




lzioglL9bed g uYa L¥21990625060

‘@Inxy

awoJyo woolyieq
B U0 UOIS0lI02

jo ydeibojoyd




Photograph of
corrosion on a
bathroom fixture,
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Photograph of black corrosion
on the ground wire of the
electrical outlet.
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Photograph of
COrrosion on one
of the replaced
evaporator coils.
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Photograph of
upstairs air

conditioner in the S
home.
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Close up photograph
of the above air
conditioner.
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Photograph of blacking on the
parts of the wiring exposed in the
fwire nut.
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U.S. Consumer Product
Safety Commission

AUTHORIZATION FOR RELEASE OF NAME

Thank you for assisting us in collecting information on a potential
product safety problem. The Consumer Product Safety Commission depends
on concerned people to share product safety information with us. We
maintain a record of this information, and use it to assist us in identifying and
resolving product safety concerns.

We routinely forward this information to manufacturers and private
labelers to inform them of the involvement of their product in an accident
situation. We also give the information to others requesting information
about specific products. Manufacturers need the individual’s name so that
they can obtain additional information on the product or accident situation.

Would you please indicate on the bottom of this page whether you will
allow us to disclose your name? If you request that your name remain
confidential, we will of course, honor that request. After you have indicated
your preference, please sign your name and date the document on the lines
provided.

I request that you do not release my name. My identity is to
remain confidential.

You may release my name to the manufacturer but I request that
you do not release it to the general public.

V1 You may release my name to the manufacturer and to the public.

Qg%@uﬁp AR

Raturs) (Date)

CPSC Form 322

090529CBB1741  Exh#9 Page 1of 1



U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission
SAMPLE COLLECTION REPORT
1. Sample Flag 2. Date Collected | 3. Sample Type and Number: 09-810-7070
NOTIFY BLAKE ROSE & BELINDA BELL 6/3/09 @ Physical .+ Documentary
4a. Product Name 4b Model 4c NEISS 5, Assignment Number
SMOKE DETECTOR 1276 0702 090529CBB1741
6. Complete for Import Samples 7. MIS 8. Hours i 3
Port of Entry: y
L 31102 Travel
Country of Origin:
Entry No. and Date: 9a Home RO 9b Collecting RO
Customs Contact: CFIE CFIE
10. Sample Cost 11. Invoice Value of Lot 12. Size of Lot Units
50.00 1 unt
Not Responsive E 14. Shipper/Foreign Manufacturer 15. Dealer/import Broker #
\ SAME AS BOX #13 JILL SWIDLER
; 11101 VERSAILLES BLVD
1 CLERMONT, FL 34711
1
16. Supporting documents attached:
invoice No. and Date: _NONE
Shipping Record and Date: _NQONFE
Affidavit Signer’'s name, title and date: NA
17. Product ldentification:
Product is an off white smoke detector. [NotResponsive ]
Labeling states in part, (Net AFonization Smoke Alarm | |
Not Responsive ~|Responsive. o s ;
\ . _ } e - I = ——
18. Reason for collection/analysis needed: "FHSA @ CPSA : . FFA - PPPA  RSA
Unit requested by CPSC Atty Belinda Bell
19. Summary of Field Screening:
None conducted however the complainant indicated that on approximately
12 occasions over 3 years the alarms would sound and have to be reset.
There had been no fire event in any false alarm instance. All the
20. Sample size/Method of Collection:
The CPSC attorney asked the family 1f the CPSC could collect one unit
of the smoke detectors. The father removed one of the units for
potential review by the CPSC laboratory. The sample consists of 1 sub
21. ldentification on sample: 22. \dentification on seal and date:
" 09-810-7070 SUB #1 GLD 6/3/09 "|"09-810-7070 Glenn L. Dunlap 6/9/09
23a, Sample delivered to: 23b Date | 24. Report/Record Sent to:
FEDEX 32807 CFIE
25. Laboratory/Office: LSE = LSM__ CRC __ siv
LsC LS CLD ssF x_ Other

26. Remarks:
Attachments: Photograph of the product and Receipt for sample.
Complainant was unsure of the retailer and had no receilpts for the

product.
27. Related Samples:
none
28a Collector’s nameititle: 28b Collector's signature/date:
Glenn L. Dunlap Product Safety Investigator /7116«‘ M 6/10/09
29a Reviewer's nameftitle: 29b;§e_vfewer's signature/date:

090529CBB1741 Exh #10 Page1of5




CONTINUATION OF NARRATIVES FOR SAMPLE # 09-810-7070

PRODUCT IDENTIFICATION
Issue No. 70,047 *%+*x*xn

FIELD SUMMARY

homes 8 alarms are interconnected by hard wiring and when one would
sound they would all sound. There was no master control
panel/monitoring system.

METHOD OF COLLECTION

that was provided by the complainant to this investigator. The sample
was identified as in Box #21 and officially sealed as in Box #22 in a
cardboard box. Sample remained under lock & key; or in investigator’s
possession from the time of collection until submission.

REMARKS

It should alsc be noted that the unit has a battery backup and is
hard wired into their home. On 6-08 at this investigator's residence
station it did a "beep, beep, beep, pause, beep" once at night. O©On
6-09 it did that three times only at night. Finally at 4 am I heard
it beep again and realized it was the complainant's smoke detector!
The beeping was never continuous or periodic and never sounded during
the day.

090529CBB1741 Exh#10 Page2of5



U.S. CONSUMER PRODUCT e D A o
SAFETY COMMISSION ailipiocy
2. NAME OF INDIVIDUAL 3. TITLE OF INDIVIDUAL 4. DATE
N lk Sw‘«of{c( ]r\\\ e Ainel 5'3'067
5. FIRM NAME 6, SAMPLE NUMBER
N A 4 9- §/0-70 70

7. NUMBER AND STREET 8. CITY D, STATE (inciude Zip Code,
y/74274 gf{OJ//fS 9/1/} ~r/mun -/—-L - 3 47//

9. SAMPLES COLLECTED (Describe fully. List o1, serial. madel numbers and other positive identification)

The following samples were collected by the Consumer Product Safety Commission pursuant to Section 27(t) of the Consumer
Product Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2076() and/or Section 11(b) of the Federa! Hazardous Substances Act (15 U.S.C. 1270(b) and/or Sec-
tions 5(c) and (d) of the Flammable Fabrics Act (15 U.S.C. 1194(c) and (d) and/or Section 704{c) of the Federal Food Drug and
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 374(c}) [ Authority for sample coilections made in connection with the Puison Prevention Packaging Act of
1970 115 U.S.C. 1471 et seq.)|, and receipt for said samples is hereby acknowledged. Sections ciled are quoted on the reverse side of
this torm.

Z\/ é{""‘ L D‘”"/Zf fc"cg/«cﬁ
o (M/Cé Nrs §W;J1€« o

Not Responsive

gr\/lulﬁé_ ’-‘}"Aqrrv\

i @QCS:M
(eview by qu CPSC v D

C(-,Q/W\ gbunﬁé%"? when W

/Qﬁre /&mo(’—%— ,P('(SCJQ\

10 SAMPLES 11. SAMPLES WERE 12 COLLECTOR

2 AMOUNT RECEIVED FOR MPLE . 4. NAME (Fpimi apiypel
, | PURCHASED
T hAn Wi

b. SIGNATURE (Perypy ]n[u-lmm wmple recenged )
g(n Ly )’VLQ ' /

CPSC FORM NO. 163

. | BURROWED (/s
be returnedy
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Abstract

Construction and demolition (C&D) debris recycling facilitics often produce a screened material intended for use as alternative daily
cover (ADC) at aclive landfills or for shaping and grading at closed landfills. This product contains soil and small pieces of wood,
concrete, gypsum drywall, shingles and other components of C&D debris. Concerns have been raised over the contribution of gypsum
drywall in C&D debris fines to odor prablems at landfills where the product is used. To address such concerns, limitations may be placed
on the percentage of gypsum (or sulfate) that can occur, and standardized testing procedures are required to permil valid compliance
testing. A test procedure was developed for measuring the gypsum content in C&D debris fines. The concentration of sulfate leached
in an aqueous solution was used 1o estimate the initial gypsum content of the sample. The impact of sample size and leaching time were
cvaluated. Precision and accuracy increased with increasing gypsum content. Results from replicate samples had an average relative
slandard deviation of 9%. The gypsum content of fines obtained from different facilitics in the US varied widely from 1% 1o over

25%. These variations not only occurred between differing facilities, but within balches produced within a single facility.

© 2007 Published by Elsevier Ltd.

1. Introduction

Construction and demolition (C&D) debris recycling is
a growing industry attempting to address the growing
C&D waste stream in environmentally friendly manners
by providing an alternative to C&D debris landfills. These
facilities accept incoming loads of C&D debris and process
the mixed material into separate fractions, with a goal of
creating as many product streams as possible that do not
require direct landfilling. In addition to product streams
consisting of at a minimum wood, concrete/masonry/brick,
and metal, a product consisting of fine materials typically
results, In some cases C&D debris fines are produced by
simply screening incoming waste to separate large and
small materials. In other cases, part of the C&D debris is
mechanically size-reduced to manufacture the fines. The
fines contain a blend of soil and small pieces of building
materials such as wood, concrete, gypsum drywall, and
shingles. The goal of the facility operator is to find a

* Corresponding author. Tel.: +1 352 392 0846; fax: +1 352 392 7735,
E-mail uddress: nowng@iull.cdu (T.G. Townsend),

0956-053X/$ - see front matter © 2007 Published by Elsevier Lid.
doi: 10.101 &/j.wasman.2007.09.012

regulatory permissible market for the fines that is less
expensive than paying a landfill disposal fee. Thus, to be
economicaully feasible and successful, C&D recycling pro-
grams rely upon finding markets for all of their major
products, including C&D fines.

Well screened C&D debris fines thal contain pre-
dominantly soil may under some circumstances be permit-
ted for beneficial use as a substitute for soil. These uses may
be limited, however, by the presence of trace metals and
organic chemicals (Townsend et al., 2004: Jang and
Townsend, 2001a). Recycling fucility operators thus turn
to markets that entail placement of the fines within a land-
fill. One such application is use as alternative daily cover
(ADC) at landfills, The ADC is used as a substitute for
carthen material placed on the active face of an operating
municipal solid waste (MSW) landfill at the end of each
operating day to control vectors, fires, odors, litter, and
scavenging. If permissible, these facilities may also use fines
for longer-term uses such as intermediate and final cover. -
Another use practiced at some closed landfills in the US
is shaping and grading. Closed landfills that need
additional materials to reach elevations and slopes for

090529CBB1741  Exh#11 Page 1 of 6
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proper storm water control have in some cases added C&D
debris fines for these purposes.

Concerns have been raised over the contribution of gyp-
sum drywall in the ADC to odor problems at landfills,
including a temporary ban on the use of C&D fines as
ADC in New Hampshire in 2004 (O'Connell. 2005).
C&D fines can contain a large portion of gypsum
(CaSO, - 2H;0), the primary component in drywall; previ-
ous research found C&D debris fines to contain gypsum at
levels of 1.5-9.1% by mass (Jung and Townsend, 2001b),
The gypsum can then result in the production of hydrogen
sulfide gas in a landfill when sulfate-reducing bacteria con-
sume and convert the sulfate under anaerobic conditions
(Lee et al., 2006: Townsend et al.. 2000, 2005). Although
the most notable problem related to the hydrogen sulfide
is the disagreeable odor, other health problems due to a
high exposure to the gas have been reported (O'Connell.
2005: Flynn. 1998; WHO, 2000: Selene and Chou. 2003:
Campagna et al., 2003).

To control odor production from C&D debris fines, lim-
itations may be placed on the percentage of gypsum (or sul-
fate) in the fines. However, no standard test procedure has
been developed for measuring gypsum content in C&D deb-
ris fines and industry groups report varying laboratory test
results. This paper presents the work conducted to develop
a standard operating procedure (SOP) for determining the
gypsum content of C&D debris fines produced from C&D
debris. The development of the SOP had several objectives:
(1) readily performed by most major environmental analyt-
ical laboratories, (2) provide consistent testing results
among laboratories, and (3) be cosl effective and rapid.

2. Materials and method

The developed method utilizes the leaching of gypsum
from the fines into an aqueous solution and measuring
the resulting sulfate concentration in the leachate. If all
(or nearly all) of the gypsum is leached, the original per-
centage of gypsum can be calculated. Synthetic samples
were prepared by mixing ground gypsum wallboard,
ground construction lumber (white pine), sand, soil, card-
board, and concrete. Gypsum wallboard, of a composition
of 90% gypsum and 10% backing paper, was ground to a
powder. Wood blocks were ground to particles less than
3 cm® in size. Concrete particles varied from pea size gravel
to powder, and cardboard squares of 4 cm? were used.
Coarse sand was obtained from a local building supply
store and local topsoil was used as the soil component. Test
samples consisted of 0%,2%, 5%, 10%, and 20% by weight
of gypsum. The percentage of sand was varied to corre-
spond with the changing gypsum content. The mixture per-
centages are shown in Tuble | and were based upon
composition measurements of a field sample obtained from
a C&D recycling facility. Four experiments were conducted
using the synthetic samples to define procedure factors
such as sample size, leaching time, and endpoint
determination.

090529CBB1741

Table |
Percentage by weight of artificial C&D debris fines samples used in
method determination

% Gypsum % Sand % Concrete % Wood Y% Soil % Cardboard
Q 2 5 k1] 40 J
2 20 5 30 40 3
5 17 5 30 40 3
10 12 5 30 40 k|
20 2 5 30 40 3

2.1. Experiment 1 - time required for gypsum dissolution

Many standardized leaching protocols such as the toxic-
ity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) and the syn-
thetic precipitate leaching procedure (SPLP) require an
I8 h leaching time (US EPA. 2(K0). However, due to its
solubility, it was expected that gypsum would dissolve
and come to equilibrium rapidly and allow the test dura-
tion to be shortened. Two synthetic mixtures, 2% and
20% gypsum content, were leached in triplicate and the sul-
fate content measured at various leaching times.

One hundred gram samples were created in 2 L HDPE
vessels by measuring the individual components of the
mixture (i.e., 20 g gypsum, 2 g sand, 5 g concrete, etc.) into
each container. Two liters of deionized water were placed
into the extraction vessel and the vessel rotated end over
end at 30 rpm in a 12 vessel rotary extractor (Analytical
Testing Corporation). Samples were initially tested at
2,4,8,12, and 18 h intervals, At each interval, the rotation
apparatus was stopped and 50 ml of extract removed. The
S0 ml samples were analyzed for sulfate concentration
using a Dionex DX500 ion chromatograph. Based on
these results, testing was repeated using a 5% gypsum mix-
ture but at new time intervals of 15,30,45,60, and
120 min.

2.2. Experiments 2 and 3 - methods for complete gypsum
dissolution

Based upon interviews with industry personnel and prior
research (Jang and Townsend. 204 1b), the typical gypsum
content of C&D debris fines was expected to be from 5%
to 20%, or 5-20 g per 100 g sample. However, the solubility
of gypsum permits a maximum of 5.28 g to dissolve in the
2 L extraction solution. Therefore, it was necessary to
reduce the solid to liquid ratio utilizing a smaller sample
size, larger extraction vessels, or to leach the sulfate into
solution in multiple steps.

The use of multiple leaching steps was examined to
determine if this method would be unduly labor or time
intensive. The number of leaching steps required to com-
pletely dissolve the gypsum of the 5% and 20% samples
was assessed by leaching triplicate samples. Samples were
prepared as described previously and rotated for 4 2 h per-
iod. After rotating, the solution conductivity was measured
using an ECTestr High (Eutech Instruments, Singapore).
One liter of solution was removed from the sample and
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filtered using pressure filtration and a 0.7 pm glass fiber
filter; 250 ml of the filtrate were collected for sulfate ion
concentration determination using the Dionex 500X ion
chromatograph. The used filter paper and the filtered solids
were returned to the extraction vessel and | L of deionized
water was added to replace the removed water. The rota-
tion, filtering, and sampling were repeated for a total of 5
repetitions. It should be noted that initial attempts to filter
the entire 2 L solution were unsuccessful due to clogging of
the filter paper. Use of alternate, more porous filter papers
was also ineflective as fine material in the extract passed
through the filter paper.

An additional experiment examined the effects of
reduced sample size upon test results. To be fully soluble
in the 2 L extraction solution, a 20% gypsum sample would
require a sample size of less than 26 g. The researchers
believed that a sample of this size was not sufficient to be
representative of the heterogeneous mixture. Therefore, it
was decided that a 50 g sample size would be the smallest
sample size to be tested, and a comparison of 50 g samples
and 100 g samples of a 5% gypsum mixture was conducted.
The test methodology and analysis was identical to the
methods described previously, utilizing multiple leaching
and filtering steps but at 30 min intervals. The use of larger
extraction vessels was not examined since a goal of the pro-
cedure was to use equipment commonly available in envi-
ronmental labs.

2.3. Experiment 4 - standard procedure verification

Based on the results of the prior experiments, a standard
procedure was created. The procedure was validated by
testing three C&D debris fines mixtures from actual pro-
cessing operations and 6 artificial configurations contain-
ing known gypsum contents (0.5%, 1%, 2%, 5%, 10% and
20%). The composition of the field samples was extremely
variable. Thus mixing and sampling were significant factors
in obtaining a representative sample. Approximately 5 kg
(approximately 20 L in volume) of each sample were placed
into a large laboratory sorting tray and mixed thoroughly
to obtain an even distribution of materials across the tray.
The tray was sectioned into quarters and two opposing
quarters were transferred to a second sorting tray (approx-
imately 2.5 kg). This procedure was repeated, obtaining a
| kg and then 500 g subsample.

The 500g sample was examined for any granules or
pieces 0.5 cm or larger in size of materizls that were poten-
tial sulfate sources such as gypsum drywall, cement, or soil.
To promote leaching of the sulfate from these sources,
these pieces were manually removed Irom the sample,
ground using a mortar and pestle, and returned to the sam-
ple. The final 500 g sample was then mixed to obtain a
uniform distribution; 100 g of the sample were then trans-
ferred into each of three extraction vessels; and 2L of
deionized water were placed into each extraction vessel
and the vessels rotated at 30 rpm for 30 min intervals. At
each 30 min interval, the rotation apparatus was stopped

and the particulate matter allowed to settle for 30 min to
allow quicker filtration.

The conductivity of the solution was measured, and | L
of extract was removed and filtered using a 0.7 pm filter
paper with pressure filtration. A minimum of 50 ml of
the extract was collected. Based upon prior experimenta-
tion, if the measured conductivity was less than 500 ps/
cm, extraction steps were ceased. If the conductivity was
greater than 500 ps/cm, the filter was removed from the fil-
ter holder and returned with any solid materials to the
extraction vessel. One liter of deionized water was placed
into the extraction vessel and the 30 min extraction and fil-
tration process repeated. Extract samples were analyzed
using ion chromatography as described for the previous
experiments. The total gypsum content of each sample
was determined by the summation of the sulfate content
of each 1 L extract sample and 2 L for the final vessel con-
tent. The formula is shown in Eq. (1):

=1

=1
% Gypsum wallboard = 0.001991 + (Z Ci+ 2C,,) (n

where n is the number extractions performed; 3 _i_, Ci: sum
of sulfate concentrations (mg/L) of extracts | through n—1;
C, sulfate concentration in mg/L of the last extract sample
n; 0,001991: conversion constant assuming a 100 g sample,
1 L extraction solution exchanges, and a 90% gypsum/10%
paper composition for wallboard.

3. Results and discussion

The purpose of experiment | was to determine the time
necessary to completely dissolve gypsum into solution or to
reach saturation of the solution. This would determine the
leaching time necessary for the standard procedure.
Lange’s Handbook of Chemistry (2005) lists the solubility
of gypsum (calcium sulfate dihydrate) as 0.264 g/100 g
water at 25°C. This is equivalent to approximately
1500 ppm or a maximum of 5.28% gypsum in the 100 g
sample. Thus any C&D debris fines sample composed of
a percentage of gypsum greater than 5.28% would be
expected to reach a maximum concentration near \
1500 ppm. +

Initial testing using the 2% and 20% gypsum sampl
sulfate concentration had already been acquired. Thus to
determine the mimimum eflective leaching time, further
tests were required. Tests were performed with samples
taken at 15,30,45 min, | h, and 2 h for a 5% gypsum sam-
ple. Fig. ows the results of these tests. Based upon these
rcsults,é(fr;.@ was selected as the appropriate leaching
time bas he decrease in slope at that time interval,
This time would allow sufficient gypsum to enter solution
yet provide an adequately short period of time for analysis.

Since the gypsum concentrations of C&D debris fines
were expected to be greater than 5%, multiple extractions
were anticipated. To minimize the number of extractions,
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Fig. 1. Time (o reach equilibrivm (5% gypsum sample).

a small sample size of 50 g was compared with a larger
sample size of 100 g for accuracy and precision; 5% gypsum
samples were used and the results are presented in Table 2,
Statistical analysis (T-test) of the mean values shows that
there is no significant difference. However, due to the het-
erogeneous nature of the field samples, it was determined
that a 100 g sample is preferred. This increases the proba-
bility of obtaining & representative sample. Furthermore,
to increase the accuracy of the procedure, the average of
triplicate extractions would be used to determine the per-
centage of gypsum in the sample.

A goal of experiment 2 was to develop a simple means to
determine when the analyst could discontinue further
extractions, Immediate analysis of the sulfate concentra-
tion was cumbersome and required extended ion chro-
matograph operation. Another parameter would be
necessary. Fig. 2 presents the conductivity and sulfate con-
centration of the 5% and 20% gypsum samples over five,
2 h extraction periods. An excellent correlation of conduc-
tivity to the sulfate (gypsum) content of the leaching solu-
tion was demonstrated. Furthermore, the conductivity
could be quickly and accurately measured at the end of
each extraction period. Based upon these results, it was
determined that a conductivity value of 500 us/cm corre-
sponded to a sulfate concentration (approximately
400 ppm) sufficiently below saturation to ensure that all
of the gypsum had entered into solution and the extraction
procedure could be discontinued.

The results of field sample tests are presented in Table 3.
Measurements were performed on three C&D debris fines

Table 2
Determination of reduced sample size on accuracy of gypsum percentage

measurements for a 5% gypsum sample

Sample (g) % Gypsum measured Sample (g) % Gypsum measured
50 #1 4.00 100 #1 4.63

50 #2 1.96 100 #2 4.68

50 #3 4.63 100 #3 4.00

50 #4 4.43 100 #4 4,69

50 #S 4.41 100 #5 4.39

50 #6 4.30 100 #6 4.2

Average 4,29 £0.26 Avcrage 443 +0.28
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Fig. 2. Determination of extractions/conductivity trends for complcte
sulfate extraction,

Table 3
Gypsum conteat results for C&D debris fines field and lab standard

samples

Gypsum concentration (%) Number of
Sample | Sample2 Sample3 Average leaching
steps
ADC#1 9.80 8.49 7.53 3.61t1.14 7
ADC #2 2).50 20.27 18.03 1993+ 1.76 10
ADC #3 2141 23.87 20.89 2206+ 1.59 10
0.5% 0.38 0.39 0.42 040002 |
1.0% 0.75 0.74 0.76 0.75+001 2
2.0% 1.79 1.59 1.64 1.68+0.10 3
% 507 5.28 5.01 s.12:014 4
10% 10.80 9.62 6.57 9.00£ 218 6
20% 22.64 19.17 19.0! 2028+205 9

mixtures from actual processing operations and six artificial
configurations containing known gypsum contents
(0.5%., 1%, 2%, 5%, 10% and 20%). The results indicate
greater accuracy for higher gypsum concentrations with
the average concentration of the 1% gypsum test samples
within 20% of the true value and the average concentration
of the 20% gypsum test samples within 1% of the actual
value. The standard deviation of the samples was suffi-
ciently low with relative standard deviations ranging from
less than 1% to 24% and an average relative standard devi-
ation for all samples of 9%. As expected, the number of
leaching steps required was directly proportional to the gyp-
sum content with a maximum of 10 leaching steps required
for samples of approximately 20% gypsum content. Addi-
tionally, to reduce required analytical time, composite sam-
ples were created from extract solutions to reduce the
amount of lon Chromatograph analysis per sample to
one. Thus for each sample, 20 ml of the final 2 L extraction
solution were mixed with 10 ml from each preceding | L
removed from the vessel, This created a composite sample
from which the final gypsum content could be determined.
The change in calculation is shown by Eq. (2):

% Gypsum wallboard = 0.001991 = n x Cc 2)

where n is the number of extractions performed; Cc is the
sulfate concentration in mg/L of the composite sample.

090529CBB1741 Exh#11 Paged of 6



S.E. Musson 1 al. | Waste Management 28 (2008) 2091-2096 2095

40

35

n
W
i

Percent Gypsum
3
i

X NN
oLl i1 BN \‘& S
v rady

A1 A2 A3 81 B2 B3 C1C2C3I D1 D2 03 E1 E2 E3 FI F2 F3 G1 G2 Hi H2 H3

Fig. 3. Gypsum content of C&D debris generated ADC from varying field sites.

0.001991: conversion constant assuming a 100 g sample,
1 L extraction solution exchanges, and a 90% gypsum/
10% paper composition for wallboard.

Use of this method upon a known 20% gypsum sample
resulted in a measured content of 21.20%.

4. Summary and conclusions

The method for the determination of gypsum content
developed in this research will provide landfill operators
and C&D debris fines producers assurance of the gypsum
content placed on the landfill. With these measurements,
manufacturers and landfill operators can establish guide-
lines containing an allowable percentage of gypsum in the
C&D debris fines. This should prevent the generation of
hydrogen sulfide in quantities resulting in odor complaints
from surrounding communities and health risks to landfill
operators.

The method was developed to minimize analytical costs
and to be readily performed by most environmental analyt-
ical labs. Using readily available laboratory supplies, mini-
mal reagents, and simple analysis, the method maximizes
the efficiency of the analysis while minimizing costs. Requir-
ing 10 leaching cycles for a 20% sample results in a total of
5 h of leaching time, Since most samples are expected to be
less than 20% gypsum, it should be possible to complete the
procedure and analysis within one, 8 h work day. However,
an advantage of the procedure is its flexibility in allowing
the analyst to extend leaching times or suspend analysis
when required to meet their work schedule. Work is contin-
ving to further examine steps to reduce analysis time and
effort, such as reduced filtering requirements.

Due to the heterogeneous composition of C&D debris
fines products, special emphasis should be placed on
obtaining a representative sample of the product. Fig. 3

shows the results of testing performed on actual field sam-
ples from eight differing C&D debris fines producers. The
gypsum content of the material may vary widely due to
the variation of the incoming waste stream used to create
it. This is true not only between differing facilities but
between individual batches within a single facility, Mea-
sured field values ranged from % to nearly 38% gypsum.
The selection of a representative 5 kg sample at the manu-
facturer was not examined during this study and test results
may be affected by the initial sample selected. Use of parti-
tioning, grinding of large particles, and triplicate analysis-
were eflective in minimizing variability. While no instances
were noted during method development, standard quality
assurance and contro! practices should be utilized to detect
possible interferences from the heterogeneous materials
comprising C&D debris fines.
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ABSTRACT

Hydrogen sulfide (H,S) generation in construction and
demolition (C&D) debris landfills has been associated
with the biodegradation of gypsum drywall. Laboratory
research was conducted to observe H,S generation when
drywall was codisposed with different C&D debris con-
stituents. Two experiments were conducted using simu-
lated landfill columns. Experiment 1 consisted of various
combinations of drywall, wood, and concrete to deter-
mine the Impact of different waste constituents and com-
binations on H,S generation. Experiment 2 was designed
to examine the effect of concrete on H,S generation and

migration. The_results_in te all,

even alone, leached enough suifate ions and organic mat-
!er Tor Elﬁi}feducing bacteria (SRB) to Eenerate lar;e
H,S co! trations as high as 63, ppmv. The codis-

25 generation. At the
end of experiment t, the wood/drywail and drywall aione
columns possessed H,S concentrations >40,000 ppmv.
Conversely, H,S concentrations were <1 ppmv in those
columns containing concrete. Concrete plays a role in
decreasing H,S by increasing pH out of the range for SRB
growth and by reacting with H,S. This study also showed
that wood lowered H,S concentrations initialiy by de-
creasing leachate pH values. Based on the resuits, two
possible control mechanisms to mitigate H,S generation
in C&D debris landfills are suggested.

INTRODUCTION

The disposal of gypsum drywall in landfiils has been
linked to the formation of hydrogen sulfide (H,S) gas.!-?
When gypsum drywall (~90% Ca$O,2 H,O and 10%
paper) becomes wet in a reducing environment, such as a
landfill, sulfate-reducing bacteria (SRB) use sulfate as an

IMPLICATIONS

H,S generation in C&0 debris landfills has been a concem
because of its adverse environmental and health etfects.
This study examined the H,S generation in a serial of col-
umns and explored the effect of codisposed waste on H.S
generation. Rasults demonstrated that H,S generation is
the resutt of the biglogical conversion gypsum drywall and
is affected by the presence of codisposed wood and con-
crete. The rasults suggest that concrete or other aikaline
materials may be used to help control H;S formation and
emission from C80 debris landfils,
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electron acceptor to produce H,S.¢ Characterized by an
offensive odor at relatively low detectable concentrations
(reported as low as 0.5 ppbv6), H,S emissions have been
documented as a nuisance at several communities sur-
rounding disposal facilities that accept large amounts of
construction and demolition (C&D) debris.'-+? Concen-
trations as high as 12,000 ppmv were measured from gas
produced in various C&D debrls landfills in Florida.” Al-
though concentrations in the ambient air surrounding
landfills do not approach dangerous levels because of
dilution, concentrations are large enough to create odor
problems. Recent research does Indicate, however, that
prolonged exposure to low H,S concentrations may pose
adverse health effects on susceptible populations.®

Despite the potential problems resulting from the
land disposal of gypsum drywall, the majority of this
waste stream continues to be managed by landfilling.
Although drywall recycling is technically feasible and
does occur in some locations, economic and logistic issues
surrounding its collectlon, processing, and marketing
have limited widescale recycling efforts.” For the most
part, H,5 production at landhlls has only been addressed
after a problem has been noted (e.g., odor complaints).
Limited research has been conducted characterlzing the
role of gypsum drywall in the landfill environment. in
laboratory simulations, Moreau-le-Golvan et al.' discuss
laboratory studies to determine sulfate concentrations in
leachate, which retard methanogenesis. Fairweather and
Bartaz!' evaluated the effects of several landfill inputs on
H,S production, including municlpal solid waste, C&D
waste, and sludge, and found that gypsum drywall was
the major cause of H,S. Experiments designed to generate
and characterize C&D debris landfill leachate have re-
sulted in H,S production, as evidenced by strong H,S
odors!2!? or dissolved sulfide in the leachate.'* These
experlments, however, were not designed to imeasure H,S
concentrations in the gas.

This paper presents research conducted to examine
the range of H,$ concentrations that might occur within
a C&D debris landfill and to explore the role that C&D
debris composition might have on H,$ production and
fate. In one experiment, the impact of three major C&D
debris components (drywall, wood, and concrete) on H,S
production was expiored. in a second experiment, the
relationship between H,5 generation from drywall and
the presence of concrete was examined in greater detail.
The results provide insight into H,$ production in C&D

Volume 56 August 2006
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debris landfills and to methods that might be used to
control H,S production and emission.

EXPERIMENTAL WORK
Experiment 1

Eight simulated C&D debris landfill columns were con-
structed, and five materials were used: gypsum drywall,
wood, concrete, pea gravel, and sand. The pea gravel was
selected to represent an inert material that would not
impact the chemical conditions within the columns, and
sand was used for a leachate drainage layer. Gypsum dry-
wall, wood, and concrete were mixed to simulate C&D
debris. Those constituents were size reduced and screened
before being loaded into the columns. Sheets of new
gypsum drywall were purchased and cut into 2.5 X 2.5-cm
pieces. Crushed concrete was callected from a local con-
crete recycling facility. Southern yellow pine dimensional
nontreated luimber was purchased and size reduced using
a wood chipper. The concrete and the wood were
screened to remove fine particles <0.64 cm. Table 1 sum-
marizes the content added to each column. The columns
were loaded so that each component represented approx-
imately one third of the total waste by volume. Three
columns (Al, A2, and A3) contained equal volumes of
drywall, wood, and concrete. In two columns (B1 and B2),
the concrete was omitted and substltuted with pea gravel.
Two additional columns (C1 and C2) contalned only dry-
wall with the remaining volume occupied by pea gravel. A
final column (D) contained concrete and wood without
drywall and was expected to result In minimal H,S pro-
duction.

Each colunn was constructed using 10-cm-diameter
polyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipe cut to a length of 90 cin
(see Figure 1), A slip cap was glued to the bottom of each
column, and a valve was installed for removing leachate.
A layer of clean silica sand was placed as a drainage layer
at the bottom of the column. The waste components were
added in two separate lifts. After the first lift was loaded,
gas extraction ports were drilled, and valves were installed
to provide a mechanism for extracting gas. A 6-cm stain-
less steel tube was attached to each valve so that the gas
samples could be collected from the center of the col-
umns. Once the gas extraction ports were In place, the
second lift of the waste was loaded. An additional sand
layer was added above the top lilt of waste to provide a
mechanism for uniflorm distribution of water added to the

Table 1. Summary of columns and their waste components.
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Top valve
T
Sand Inyer 1Scm
Stainless steel—
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Waste layer Wem
. . - ® ¥
Gas extraction
port
Wem
Sand layer 15 cm

Botlom valve

Figure 1. Column schematic for experiment 1.

column. Sections of stainless steel screen were placed be-
tween the sand layer and the waste to prevent sand fromn
filling the voids of the waste. A slip cap equipped with a
valve was glued to the top of the column, Before the start
of the experiment, the columns were flushed with nitro-
gen gas to remove oxygen. Simulated rainwater was added
to the columns weekly (400 mL per week) in a batch
fashion, The water addition rate was not selected to sim-
uiate any particular rainfall rate but rather to simply keep
the simulated landfilis moist and at field capacity. The
rainwater solution was created following procedures out-
lined for the synthetic precipitation leachate procedure
{SPLP; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) SW-
846 Method 1312'5) and possessed a pH of 4.20 £ 0.05.
Leachate was drained from the columns weekly. Experi-
ment 1 was conducted for a duratlon of 192 days.

Experiment 2
Experiment 2 was designed to follow up observations
regarding the effects of concrete on the H,S concentra-
tions observed in experiment 1. Four additional columns
were constructed using 8-cm-diameter PYC pipe cut to a
length of 100 cm (see Figure 2). Siip caps were again
affixed to the top and bottom of the columns to facilitate

Mass (x)
Total Velwne Final Oepth of
Calumn Companents Drywall Comcrete Wood Gravel {cm?) Waste (cm)
Al Wood, drywatl, concrele 402 1766 308 4942 §2
A2 402 1766 308 4942 54
A3 402 1766 308 4942 52
Bt Drywall, wood 402 308 2298 4942 53
B2 402 308 2298 4942 o
Ct Drywall 402 4590 4942 51
c2 402 4590 4942 51
D Wood, concrele 1766 308 297 4942 56
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Figure 2, Column schematic for experiment 2.

water addition and leachate collection. Only two waste
components were added to the columns in experiment 2;
gypsum drywall and concrete. Each waste component was
prepared in a similar fashlon to the previous experiment.
A silica sand drainage layer was placed at the bottom of
the columns. Two columns (E1 and E2) were first loaded
with a 30-cm layer of concrete followed by a 30-cm layer
of drywall. The other two columns (F1 and F2) were
loaded in the opposite fashion, with a 30-cm layer of
drywall being placed first, followed by a 30-cm layer of
concrete. Five gas sampling ports were Installed in each
column, as shown in Figure 2. The SPLP solution was
added to the columns every week (225 mL per week) in a
batch fashion. The columns in experiment 2 were moni-
tored for a period of 27 days.

Sampling Collection and Analysis
Gas Samples. Gas samples were collected from the gas
extraction ports and from the valves at the bottom of the
columns. Gas samples from the waste layers were col-
lected using various slze giass syringes connected to the
gas extraction ports via a neoprene nipple. Gas samples
from the bottom of the columns were coliected from the
headspace above the Tedlar bags, which collected the
drained leachate. Pure nitrogen (99.999%) was used to
replace the volume of gas extracted for the various sam-
pling parameters. Gas samples from experiment 1 were
analyzed for H,S, CH,, CO,, and volatile sulfur com-
pounds (VSCs), and gas samples from experiment 2 were
analyzed for H,S. H,S concentrations were analyzed using
aJerome 631-X H,S$ analyzer (Arizona Instruments) with a
detection range from 0.003 to 50 ppmv. In experiment 1,
the H,S was measured daily in the middle of the columns
until day 52. From day 53 to 124, the Jerome meter
required maintenance and was sent to the manufacturer
for recalibration; the columns continued to be main-
tained during this period. Beginning on day 125, H;S
monitoring resumed at a frequency of once every 2 days.

1132 Joumal of the Air & Waste Management Association

Gas sampling for experiment 2 was conducted weekly
before adding the SPLP solution.

In addition to H,S, some samples were also charac-
terized for the concentration of CH,, CO,, and a suite of
VSCs (which included several mercaptans, sulfides, and
disulRdes). These gases were analyzed every 2 weeks in gas
from the middle of the columns in experiment 1, CH, and
CO, were analyzed using an HP5890 gas chromatograph
equipped with a thermal conductivity detector calibrated
for a range of 1% (10,000 ppmv} to 100%. EPA method
3C's was followed for CH, and CO, analysis, each using a
separate column. The VSCs were measured using an En-
tech 2000 purge and trap concentrator attached to a
HP$890 gas chromatograph connected to a Finnigan IN-
COS XL single quadrupole mass spectrometer detector.
The VSC detection limit was 0.1 ppmv. A gas standard of
14 VSCs was purchased from Matheson Tri-Gas Company
for peak identification and calibration.

Leachate Samples. Leachate samples were collected weekly
by draining the leachate by gravity from the bottom of
the columns into Tedlar bags connected to the bottom
valves. This procedure was conducted at the same time
that SPLP solution was added to the tops of the columns.
As stated previously, the gas collected in the headspace
above the leachate in the Tedlar bags was used to charac-
terize gas from the bottom of the columns. The leachate
samples from experiment 1 were analyzed for sulfide,
dissolved oxygen (DO), conductivity, pH, oxidation-re-
duction potential (ORP), sulfate, and chemical oxygen
demand (COD). Leachate samples from experiment 2
were analyzed for sulfhide and pH. The methylene Blue
Method (EPA method 376.2 and Standard Method 43500-
S2-D)'¢ was used to measure sulfide concentratlons
weekly in experiments | and 2, DO was measured using
the DO Meter Model 55/12 FT (YSl, Inc.). Conductivity
was measured weekly following Standard Method 2510
B.16¢ The methods used for pH and ORP were equivalent to
Standard Method 4500-H+B and Standard Method
2580,'6 respectively. Sulfate was analyzed bimonthly us-
ing a Dionex DX 500 Chromatography System with dual
columns according to SW 846 Method 9056,!S and COD
was measured bimonthly with a HACH DR/4000U spec-
trophotometer (Standard Method 5220 days).'s Blanks,
replicates, and calibration check samples were performed
as appropriate.

RESULTS
Experiment 1

Biogas Characteristics. The majorlty of H,S measurements
were performed on samples collected using the gas extrac-
tion port located in the middle of the waste. The H,S
analyzer, a Jerome meter, was daily checked using 25-ppm
standard H,S gas. Before any gas sampies were analyzed,
laboratory ailr was used as a blank, and the blank was
always below the detection Ilmit of the Jerome meter (3
ppb). Seventy-four samples were analyzed over a 192-day
period. Figure 3a presents the H,S concentrations mea-
sured In the center of the columns during the length of
experiment 1, Measurements collected from columns of
the same composition were averaged together. A dramatic
difference in H,S concentrations among the different
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Flgure 3. (a) H,S and (b) CO, concentrations vs. time (experiment 1).

waste compositions was observed, as were changing con-
centrations over time. Both the B columns (drywall and
wood) and the C columns (drywall alone) fnished the
experiment with H,S concentrations >40,000 ppmv. H,S
concentrations in the B columns lagged behind those
measured in the C columns during the early phases of the
experiment. H,S was detected at much lower concentra-
tions (n the A and D columns. The D columns contalned
no drywall, and only 37 of 74 samples from the middle of
the waste contained H,$ above the instrument detection
limit. H,S concentrations measured in the center of waste
from the A columns {(which contained drywall, wood, and
concrete) were also very low relative to the B and C
columns.

H,S concentrations were also measured in the gas
coltected from the bottom of the columns when the
leachate was drained. In most cases, H,S concentrations
in this gas were on the same order of magnitude as gas
from the middle of the columns. However, this was not

Volume 58 August 2006
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true for the A columns during the early phases of the
experlment. Figure 4 presents the H,S concentrations
measured from the middle and bottom of the columns for
2 days: a day from the beginning portlon of the experi-
ment (day 38) and a day from the later part of the exper-
iment (day 138). Concentrations for the two different
locations were similar for the columns containing wood-
drywall and drywall alone. The column containing wood,
drywall, and concrete was found to have (at day 38) a
much greater concentration In the bottom gas compared
with gas collected from the middle of the waste.

Table 2 summarizes the results of the other gas com-
pounds measured, including CH,, CO,, and several of
VSCs that were routinely observed. These compounds
were analyzed on 11 occasions from day 5 to 170. Meth-
ane was found only In the Al and B columns, with con-
centrations of 0.5% starting around day 53. Methane con-
centrations continued to rise to ~5% (measured on day
122) and then dropped to ~3% at day 166. CO, was
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Figure 4, Comparison of average H,S concentrations measured in
and below the waste.

found in all of the columns (see Figure 3b). in general,
CO, concentrations and VSC concentrations were great-
est in those columns containing the greatest concentra-
tions of H,S. Carbon disulfide, carbonyl sulfide, and di-
methyl sulfide were found in ali of the columns. Methyl
mercaptan was found only in the B and C columns,
whereas sec-butyl mercaptan was present only in the C
columns. Although other VSCs, such as tert-butyl mercap-
tan, ethyl methyl sulfide, ethyl mercaptan, 2-methylthio-
phene, isopropy! mercaptan, and 3-methylthiophene,
were detected, their concentrations were below the detec-
tion llmit (<0.1 ppmv) of the technique.

Leachate Characteristics. Leachate samples were collected
from day 10 to day 173, the same days when simulated
rainfalt was added. Figure 5 presents the average leachate
concentrations for several water quality parameters as a
function of time (a, pH; b, COD; ¢, conductivity; and d,

1434 Journal of the Air & Waste Management Association

sulfide). Although the initial pH of the simulated rainfall
was 4.2, the chemical and biological conditions within
the columns resulted in leachate pH measurements typi-
cally >6. The columns containing wood and drywall (B)
and the columns containing drywall only (C) both fin-
ished at pH near neutral, although the pH In the B col-
umns began lower and took longer to reach this condl-
tion. Column D increased to alkaline conditions (pH >11)
within a few weeks after leaching commenced. The A
columns started near neutral but increased during the
course of the experiment to a pH >10. For the most part,
sulfide levels followed the same trend observed with H,S
in the gas. One noted exception to this was sulfide in the
A columns during the first half of the experiment. This
observatlon falls In line with the H,$ measurements ob-
served in the bottom of the A columns described above.
COD concentrations decreased with time, with the col-
umns containing wood having higher concentrations
than the one column without wood (D). The electrical
conductance was greatest in those columns containing
drywall.

Experiment 2

Several observations from experiment 1 led to develop-
ment of experiment 2. H,S concentrations in the waste
from columns containing drywall, wood, and concrete
were much lower than that observed in the columns
containing wood and drywall or drywall alone. The Initial
hypothesis was that the alkaline pH created by the con-
crete simply suppressed SRB activity (this will be discussed
in greater detail in the next section). However, H,S con-
centrations were measured in gas below the waste In col-
umns A at much higher concentrations than in the waste.
Thus, whereas activity may have been suppressed in the
waste, activity was evident beneath the waste (at least
during the first half of the experiment), and somehow H,S
was being removed from the gas phase upon contact with
the waste. It was hypothesized that concrete in some
manner impacted H,S concentrations.

H.S gas profiles from experiment 2 are presented in
Figure 6. In columns E1 and E2, relatively large concen-
trations of H,S were measured in the top drywall layer
(maximum H,S concentration of 360 ppmv), whereas
concentrations in bottom layer of concrete were <10
ppmv. The opposite occurrence was observed when the
layers were switched in the F columns. Large concentra-
tions of H,S were generated in the lower drywall layer, but
H,$ migration into the upper concrete layer did not oc-
cur. The pH of columns containing a drywall layer above
a concrete layer (E1 and E2) ranged from 7.9 to 11.6,
whereas pH from columns in which the layer order was
reversed (F1 and FZ) were around neutral. A difference in
the sulfide concentrations between the E and F columns
was also observed: the sulfide concentrations from the F
columns (24.8 mg/L) were higher than those of the E
columns (0.558 mg/L).

DISCUSSION

When gypsum drywall in a C&D debris landfill becomes
wet as a result of infiltrating rainfall, sulfate becomes
solubilized. Under anaerobic conditions, SRBs use sulfate
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Table 2. Biogas resuits in experiment 1.
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Calumn
Biogas Results At A2 A L]} B2 G c2 D
RS No. of detected 56 62 64 73 74 73 73 37
Min BOL BOL 80L BOL 0.003 BOL BOL BDL
Max 1.6 1.03 0.67 63000 48000 47000 50000 1.5
Average 0.277 0.2 0.15 14075 11155 21636 24389 0.13
CH, No. of detected 5 0 0 5 5 0 0 12
Min BOL — — BOL 80L —_ - BOL
Max 1.14 — — 5.49 3N — — BOL
Average 0.68 - - 333 1.1 -— — 0.05
Co, No. of detected 4 2 2 9 9 8 9 3
Min BOL BOL BDL 1.85 0.95 BOL 1.35 BOL
Max 0.72 0.34 0.22 18.10 16.50 10.64 1220 0.45
Average 0.53 0.22 0.16 6.74 6.62 6.0 6.24 0.38
Carbon disullide No. of detected 2 2 2 4 5 5 6 1
Min 80L BOL BOL BOL BDL BOL BOL BOL
Max 0.2 0.2 0.1 1.1 08 29 1.7 0.1
Average 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.48 0.5 1.0 053 0.1
Carbonyl sulfide No. of detected 5 4 2 6 6 7 6 3
Min BOL 80L BOL BOL BOL BDL BOL BOL
Max 256 37 0.5 119.8 151.6 321 1229 04
Average 11.88 1.85 0.35 30.1 37.74 7.04 24.81 0.2
Dimethy! sulfide No. of detected 10 10 8 8 7 10 9 6
Min BOL 80L BOL BDL BOL 0.1 BOL BOL
Max 14 1.1 5.2 22 39 36 33 0.3
Average 374 2.75 1.44 09 1.25 0.98 1.08 0.15
Methyl mercaptan No. of detected 0 0 0 9 7 1 " 0
Min — — — BOL 8oL BOL BOL —
Max — — - 2219 1754 2432 254.9 -
Average — — — 29.26 29.89 48.76 44,86 -
Sec-butyl mercaptan No. of detected 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 0
Min - — — — -— 57 59 —_
Max — - - -~ — 85.4 29.5 -
Average — — —_— —_ - 379 14.35 -
Notes: BDL = below detection limit; — = not detected.

as an electron acceptor and produce H,3. In the experi-
ents d ve, H,S production was evident from
the lajge concentrations observed in many of the simu-
lated landfill columns. Concentrations in_the range of
, =50, ppmv were in_the columns
containing wood and drywall and the columns contain-
ing only drywall. When samples of gas and soll vapor
from C&D debris landflls in Florida were characterized, a
wide range of H,;S concentrations were observed; maxi-
mum concentrations were on the order of 10,000 ppmv.!?
The results suggest that large concentrations of H,S can
occur within a C&D debris landfill, although they would
tend to be lower In actual landfills because of advection
and diffusion of gas from the waste. For those involved
with excavatlon or gas extraction at C&D debils landfills,
H,S concentratlons lethal to humans should be antici-
pated, and proper safety precautions should be used. As
described elsewhere, H,S concentrations In the atmo-
sphere above and surrounding C&D debris landhlls
should be much less as a result of cover soil attenuation
and air dilution.!8
Biological suifate reduction requires a carbon source
and results in the production of CO,. The columns with
the greatest H,S concentrations also displayed the greatest

Volume 56 August 2006

CO, concentrations. Sources of organic carbon (OC) in
the columns included wood and the paper coating of the
drywall, The results indicate that paper contained on the
drywall provldes sufficient OC for the reaction to pro-
ceed.!? Evaluation of whether the OC resulting from the
wood would have supplied appropriate OC for the sulfate
reduction process was not evaluated. Organic compounds
from the wood would be expected to be primarily in the
form of larger molecular weight compounds (e.g., tannic
and humic substances). The OC leaching from the wood
did appear to impact H,S production. Unlike the drywall
columns, the columns containing drywall and wood con-
talned a pH as low as 5.5 initially, The pH then Increased
slowly and until it was similar to that in the drywall
columns. The increase in pH corresponded with a similar
increase in H,S. pH has been shown to impact SRB activ-
ity, with optimum SRB growth reported at a pH of
~7_0.Z(),21

The H,S concentrations measured in the gas from the
middle and bottom of the columns and the sulfide con-
centrations measured in the Jeachate suggest that perhaps
the concentrations started to become inhibitory, that Is,
the concentrations appeared to be at or near a maximum
level. A similar observation was made by the authors in a
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Figure 5. Leachats characteristics from the simulated landfills in experiment 1. (a) pH; (b) COD concentration {mg/L); {c) conduclivity (mS/cm);

(d) total sulfide (mg/L).

more limited study where H,S production from drywall
was measured in small-scale assays.'” SRB actlvity has
been shown to be inhibited by high concentrations of
H,S.22 Another possibility is that carbon source becarmne
limited, although mass balance estimates indicate that
this should not be the case.

The presence of concrete impacted H,S concentra-
tions in the columns. Portland cement concrete is one of
the larger components of C&D debrls, and the mixture of
concrete, wood, and drywall was consldered to be the
most representative of the simulated landfills in experi-
ment 1. H,S concentrations measured from the middle of
the waste containing all three components were dramat-
Ically lower than concentrations measured in the wood
and drywall columns and the drywall only columns. Be-
cause concrete is an alkaline material, an early hypothesls
was that iow H,S concentrations resulted from inhibition
of SRB activity caused by the extreme pH. Although the
pH in the column A leachate was alkaline in the later
months of the experiment and certainly inhibited SRB
activity, leachate pH during the first months of the exper-
iment was in a suitable range. Sulfide concentrations In
the column A leachate during the first months of the
experiment were greater than sulfide concentrations In
the column B leachate. This confirms what was described
in Flgure S, that H,S was being produced in the layes
underneath the mix of concrete, wood, and drywall. In
some fashion, H,S gas was reduced in concentration be
several orders of magnitude 30 cm Into the waste layer.

1136 Journat of the Air 8 Waste Management Associalion

—_—

This suggested that some mechanism for H,S removal was
occurring.

Experiment 2 resulted in a similar observation. H,S
was being produced in the layer of drywall (and below the
layer of drywall in the case when drywall was on the
bottom), yet it was belng removed from the gas phase
once in contact with the concrete. To further verify that
concrete was in some fashion removing H,S from the gas
phase, a simple experlment was conducted. Drywall was
placed into a Tedlar bag, and concrete was placed Into
another. The bags were de-aired and then filled with the
25-ppmv H,S standard gas used to calibrate the Jerome
meter. H,S concentrations were then performed every 2
min. The H,S concentrations were observed to quickly
drop in the bag contalning concrete, whereas H,$ in the
bag containing drywall remained nearly constant. One
possible mechanism for the Interaction between concrete
and the H,S gas Is that as H,S sorbs to the concrete
surface, the alkaline nature of the concrete results in H,S
being converted to suifide. For example, a primary com-
ponent of concrete is calcium oxide (CaQ); a reaction
such as the following is hypothesized?*:;

CaO + H;S — Cas + H;O ()

The authors are currently conducting research to test
this hypothests.

Volume 568 Augus! 2008
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Figure 6. H,S Concentration profiles in simulated landfills from experiment 2: (A) E1 and E2 average; (B) F1 an F2 average.

CONCLUSIONS

Two laboratory experiments were conducted to simulate
H,S generation when drywall was codisposed with differ-
ent C&D waste constituents. Experiment 1 consisted of
different combinations of drywall, wood, and concrete
and was designed to determine whether H,S could be
generated in a controlled environment and what impact
different waste constituents have on H,S production. Ex-
periment 2 was designed to research the impact of con-
crete on H,$ production. In many of the columns, high
concentrations of H,5 were measured when drywall was
present. This demonstrated that H,S could be produced in
a laboratory environment and that drywall provided the
suifate ions and the organic matter required for SRB ac-
tivity. The paper backing on the drywall was a carb&n‘

Volume 58 August 2006

source for the SRB to a e_concentrati
Had,

H,S generation is affected by the presence of codis-
posed wood and concrete, The H,$ concentrations in
columns contalning wood and drywall lagged behind
those columns containing only drywall but eventually
reached similar levels. The organic acids leaching from
the wood lowered the pH of the leaching solution out of
the ideal pH range of SRB. SRB activity increased once the
concentration of the organic acids decreased. Concrete
plays a role in the reduction of H,S production by two
possible mechanisms. One mechanlsm is that concrete
can increase leachate pH, making the environment less
favorable for SRB. The other mechanism is that concrete
can react with H,$ in an adsorptive or absorptive process.

Journal of the Air & Wasle Managemen! Association 4137
090529CBB1741

Exh#12 Page8of9



Yang, Xu, Townsend, Chadik, Bitton, and Booth

‘The results of this study have implications for under-
standing H,S generation at C&D debris landfills and pos-
sible control mechanisms for the gas. C&D debris landfills
that accept drywall can expect H,S generation, even with-
out additional carbon sources. A possible H,S control
mechanism could be the addition of a material to {oads of
C&D debris that contained large amounts of drywall that
would buffer the pH out of the ideal SRB pH range (e.g.,
lime). The results of concrete interaction with H,S pro-
vide another possible H,§ control mechanism; by adding
crushed concrete either with the waste or as a cover layer,
H,S emission from the landhll could possibly be reduced.
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Swidlers Home timeline
11101 Versailles Bivd.
Clermont, FL 34711

We built our home in 2006 as owner-builders.

Purchased our lot in 2004 with plans to build our dream house.

Started in March 2006 and our drywall arrived on June 1, 2006.
Purchased the drywall from 84 Lumber in Tavares (have the receipt)

Dan Raines to install the drywall which he did in about 5 days.

Paint was delivered on July 7 and the home was painted in approximately
3 days

Moved into the home in October 2006

AC unit repairs:

o 9/17/07 — Piston housing very loose. Tightened and reset. $204.47
12/28/07 —~ Condenser replaced $215.19
12/31/07 Leak in evaporator coil. Replaced. No charge
1/14/08 — new evaporator coil $311
7/8/08 ~ Diagnostic on upstairs condenser. Charged Freon $79
8/7/08- Large leak in upstairs evaporator No charge
8/22/08 Charged condenser due to Freon leak. No charge
8/25/08 Replaced coil, new dryer. $256
4/6/09 Found charge low. We refused to charge. $79
4/15/09 System completely broken
Average electric bills in the summer were $300+ since the units
were running all the time

OO0 000000 0o0

Mid-07 started noticing kids plumbing fixtures were corroding.
Random pieces of silver (wine corks, picture frames, etc) were tarnishing
End of 07, noticed guest bath plumbing corrosion

April 2008 replaced main board on microwave

August 2008 main bulb on new big screen blew out (11 months old)
October 2008 noticed all of Jill's jewelry was tarnishing (she is a jeweler
for Premier Designs Jewelry)

January 2009 had all carpets cleaned

February 2009 dishwasher power failure. Repair man stated the copper in
the wire nuts were gone which caused the malfunction.

April 2009 main bulb blew out again ($250)

Every three months since we've lived in the home our electric smoke
detectors have gone off at random when all batteries are still charged.
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¢ March 2009 Jill saw story on local CBS station on Chinese drywall. Pulled
off electrical outlets and reahzed we didn’'t have any copper wiring.

o Mike found [&X®CPSA — Iqrywall in the attic — so we thought we didn't have
Chinese drywall.

e Larry Cerro from the AG’s office inspected the house on April 5, 2009.

e April 8, 2009, Adam Harden inspected the house and we realized we had
bad American drywall. We stopped living in the house that day.

o May 23 moved fumiture out of the house

e May 26 cut drywall in office, master bedroom, Hanna's room. AI (3) cp

Health issues:

Mike

Excessive snoring
. Headaches

Jill

Constant headaches

Sinus infection when moved in Oct 06

Poor memory (better now we're out of the house)
Eye twitching (gone now)

Coughing

Rash on wedding ring finger for 6 months
Constant sniffling/eye watering

Sam (age 10)
o Constant headaches
o Coughing
e Sneezing
¢ Heavy breathing
» Blurred vision

Hanna (age 7)

o Headaches
e Blurred vision
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Stores Closest to 34711 (Clermont, FL)
(Click on store name for map and driving directions)

Winter Garden (1337)
1011 Pineloch Ind Drive
Winter Garden, FL 34787

Phone: (407) 656-1484
Fax: (407) 905-9784
Stores with the Hours: Mon-Fri: 7-6 Sat: 8-12 Sun: CLOSED
84 Marketplace symbol
have in-store specials.

: Tavares (1320)
Click on the symbo, 3751 County Road 561
for mare informatigh, Tavares, FL 32778

Phone: (352) 742-8400
Fax: (352) 742-8500
Hours: Mon-Fri: 7-6 Sat: 8-4 Sun: 9-4

Sanford (1302)
3050 Melionville Av
Sanford, FL 32773

Phone: (407) 708-7400
Fax: (407) 708-7408
Hours: Mon-Fri: 7-5 Sat; CLOSED Sun: CLOSED

Haines City (1339)
3777 Cr 544 East
Haines City, FL 33844

Phone: (863) 422-1184
Fax: (863) 422-1162
Hours: Mon-Fri: 7-5 Sat: CLOSED Sun: CLOSED

Brooksville (1334)
2281 Broad St
Brooksville, FL 34604

Phone: (352) 544-8084
Fax: (352) 799-1184
Hours: Mon-Fri: 7-6 Sat: 8-12 Sun: CLOSED
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84 Travel | Site Map Use of this site is subject to certain terms of use,

Privacy Policy

090529CBB1741 Exh#15 Page1of1

+ ctnra acrnTtvrma— £11 £/90N0




Doc No: 10950507A
05/14/2009 08:49:32

Issue: 33

Name = Jill Swidler

Address = 11101 Versailles Bivd.
City = Clermont

State = Florida

Zip = 34711

Email = fourswids@msn.com
Telephone = 352-227-8024

Name of Victim = Swidler Family
Victim's Address = 11101 Versailles Blvd.
Victim's City = Clermont

Victim's State = Florida

Victim's Zip = 34711

Victim's Telephone = 3522278024

Incident Description = We have had to move out of our three year old home due to toxic AMERICAN drywall
(b)(3):CPSA Section 6

_Two different investigators have found that we h

i(b)
(3yCPs labeling which is manufactured in the US

05/15/2009

ms of Chinese drywall, but ours has Ig.cion 8(b) |
‘e are now trying to get a forbearance

(b
agreement with our mortgage company and then wili have the nouse condemned so that maybe our insurance
will pay for our rental. We have also filed a class action suit against (2(3):CPSA iand 84 Lumber.,

Victim's age at time of incident =

Victim's sex =

Date of incident = 4/6/09

Product involved = Toxic AMERICAN dnnual
Product brand name/manufacturer = Ersn sacion &)
Manufacturer street address = :

Place where manufactured (City and State or Country)

Product model and serial number, manufacture date =

Product damaged, repaired or modified = no

If yes, before or after the incident =

Description of damage, repair or modification =

Date product purchased = June 2006

Product involved still available = yes

Have you contacted the manufacturer = yes

If not, do you plan to contact them =

Name Release = Release name to the manufacturer and public
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If you have any changes, additions, or comments you wish {o
make concerning your attached report, please make them in the space
below.

e needd ‘(EQP ’[jBO’Y\ C)uj—'tD.b\B;_/ FASN o Bt g

| confirm that the information in the attached report (inciuding any
changes, additions, or comments | have made) is accurate fo the best
of my knowledge and belief.

D | request that you do not release my name.

7 You may release my name to the manufacturer but | request that
___|  younotrelease it to the general public.

N | You may release my name to the manufacturer and to the public.







exact amount of the property damage, but it was in excess of over $100,000 dollars.

1. Task Number 2. Investigator's ID
090504CBB1667 2118 EPIDEMIOLOGIC
3, Office Code 4. Date of Accident 5. Date Initiated INVESTIGATION
YR MO DAY " YR MO DAY REPORT
810 2004 10 25 2009 05 05
6. Synopsis of Accident or Complaint UPC

The 46 year old female complainant's home was flooded with five feet of water from hurricane lvan. The home was
severely damaged and had to be renovated. Drywall was replaced throughout the home. There were no injuries. But
the consumer is suffering from headaches as a side effect from the replaced drywall. The complainant did not know the

s 1|

COMMENTS:.._YES _NO

CSVERRULED; __ ATTACHED ":b/

CISIONS/FOLA Hxs. &

Ni <N W4 T AIATICW
Wg"oﬂ (0)(3):CPSA Section 6(6)

7. Locatlon {Home, School, etc) 8. City [o.S@te
1 - HOME GULF BREEZE FL

10A. First Product 10B. Trade/Brand Name 10C. Model Number
1876 - House Structures, Repair Or UNKNOWN UNKNOWN

10D. Manufacturer Name and Address

UNKNOWN
11A. Second Product 11B. Trade/Brand Name 11C. Model Number
0 NONE NONE
11D. Manufacturer Name and Address
NONE
12. Age of Victim 13, Sex 14, Disposition 15. Injury Diagnosis
46 2 - Female 0 - No Injury 70 - No Injury
16. Body Part(s) 17. Respondent 18. Type of Investigation 19. Time Spent
Involved (Operational / Travel)
98 - NO INJURY 1 - Victim/Complainant 2 - Telephone 10/0
20. Attachment(s) 21. Case Source 22. Sample Collection Number
8 - Multiple Attachments 07 - Consumer Complaint

23. Permission to Disclose Name (Non NEISS Cases Only)

O Yes ® No O Verbal (O Yes tor Manut. Only
24. Review Date 25. Reviewed By 268. Regional Office Director
05/26/2009 9084 Dennis R. Blasius
27. Distribution 28. Source Document Number
Rose, Blake; Blasius, Dennis; Kohen, Beverly 10930625A

CPSC FORM 182 (12/96) Approved for use thfougn 01/31/2010 OMB NO. 30410029
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The information in this report was obtained during a telephone interview with the
complainant on May 14, 2009. This investigation was initiated from an internet
complaint that was received on March 26, 2009.

The 46 year old female complainant resides in a four bedroom rancher in Gulf Breeze,
Florida. The brick home is approximately 3,000 square foot and was builtin 1994, It
is located roughly two lots away from the Gulf Coast. The complainant moved into
the home in 1996. They have not experienced any problems with the home until
Hurricane Ivan and Dennis.

On September 16, 2004, Hurricane Ivan came ashore the Gulf Coast of Florida. The
complainant’s home was flooded with five feet of water. The home was severely
damaged and had to be renovated. They replaced the roof, carpet, sink, cabinets and
drywall throughout the house. They did not have to replace the nine foot ceiling. The
water was in the home for approximately six hours. During the renovation, the
complainant stayed in a hotel for approximately two months. There were no injuries. The
complainant did not know the exact amount of the property damage, but it was in
excessive of over $100,000.

On October 25, 2004, the complainant purchased several sheets of drywall from a
nationwide home improvement retailer. The drywall sheets were installed by a local
company. They placed eight feet of drywall throughout the home, and laid the sheets side
by side from the floor to the ceiling. There is a foot of molding extending down from the
ceiling which did not need to be replaced. The home contained wooden studs.

On July 11, 2005, the complainant’s home was flooded again by Hurricane Dennis.

A small amount of water seeped into their home. It did not leave a water line. The home
experienced minor damage. They replaced the carpets and changed the grout inside the
tile floor. They did not have to replace the drywall. The complainant did not have to
leave her home during the repairs.

There have been no electrical problems in the home. There were no signs of flickering
lights, arcs, sparks, buzzing or sizzling noise. The circuit breaker is working properly.

The complainant felt that the two light switches with dimmers in the living room and
dining room were unusually hot to the touch when in use.

There was no damage or corrosion to any of the electrical outlets. There was no odor
coming from them. There were no signs of corrosion or any problems with the smoke

detectors. They did not have sprinklers in the home.

There were no signs of fire or smoke from any of the appliances.
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On March 26, 2009, the complainant contacted the Commission to report that she was
experiencing headaches and her home smelled like rotten eggs odor. But she was not
sure what was causing them.

During our interview, the complainant described the odor in her home as being similar to
the smell of debris or decaying seaweed, not rotten eggs. The smell was primarily in the
master bedroom coming from the wall behind her bed. It was stronger during the summer
months because of the humidity. She placed three dehumidifiers throughout the home,
and operates them from April through November. It has minimized the odor.

The complainants neighbors do not have an odor in their home. They used a different
installer. She did not know what type of drywall they used or if they purchased it from
the local retailer. She will ask them as soon as possible. She did not have their contact
information available. At the time of this report, it has not been forthcoming and has
been added to the missing document form. (Exhibit #2)

The complainant stated that she started getting headaches after her dad passed away in
June 2007. The headaches are located behind her temple on the left side and she gets
sharp pains in her head. In 2008, she started going to a chiropractor and he told her that
her headaches were from the bulging disc in her neck and not the drywall. He has been
treating her with steroid injections. She has to receive one shot per week for three weeks.
She stated that it helps calm down the bulge in her disc, and she is feeling better. The
complainant does not suffer from sinuitis.

The complainant has not had her air conditioner, air quality, or drywall tested. She said
she may call a heating and air conditioning company to come in and check their central
air conditioning system. I asked her to send me a copy of the results of their assessment.

The fireplace, water heater, and furnace are fueled by natural gas. She examined the
copper wires in the appliances and they appeared to be in good condition and showed no
signs of corrosion.

She has not notified the retailer, builder, or installer of her concems, but she has notified
an attorney who is handling a civil action suit.

The complainant does not know who manufactured the drywall.

On May 21, 2009, this investigator contacted the retailer to determine if they knew who
manufactured the dry wall in 2004. The manager stated that they do not keep that
information available. He provided two names, saying that it may have been one of them.
It is highlighted under the product section.
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The complainant verbally stated that she did not want her name released to the general
public or to the manufacturer. It has been properly marked on the 182 form. She also
listed it on the original internet form.

The complainant did not know the history of the land that her home was built on. But she
did know the name of the builder. This investigator requested the builder’s name and
address. At the time of this report, it has not been forthcoming and has been added to the
missing document form. (Exhibit #2)

The complainant was going to email me copies of photographs, purchase receipt, and the
name and address of the installer. At the time of this report, they have not been
forthcoming and have been added to the missing document form. (Exhibit #2)

PRODUCT IDENTIFICATION
Product...................... Drywall
Brand Name.................Unknown
Size... ... 4x8
Model Number............. 11732
MANUFACTURER

The manager at the retail store speculated that it may have been was one of two

manufacturers: LaFarge or‘%f’iop& Secfon | He could not verify that information.

RETAILER

Lowe’s Of Guif Breeze, #1073
1421 Tiger Park Lane

Gulf Breeze, FL 32563

Tel: (850) 932-0762

Fax: (850) 932-1257

Website: http://www lowes.com

EXHIBITS
#1: Contact Sheet
#2: Missing Document Form



090504CBB1667 EXHIBIT #1 Page 1 of 1

CONTACT SHEET

COMPLAINANT
((5)'(‘6)
{

|
|

RETAILER

Lowe’s Of Gulf Breeze, #1073
David Jackson, Manager

1421 Tiger Park Lane

Gulf Breeze, FL 32563

Tel: (850) 932-0762

Fax: (850) 932-1257

Website: http://www lowes.com




090504CBB1667 EXHIIBIT #2

TASK NUMBER: 090504CBB1667

INCIDENT DATE: 10/25/2004

STATUS OF MISSING DOCUMENT (S)

The official records were requested for this investigation
report could not be obtained.

1.

2.

Builder’s name and address
Installer’s name and address
Drywall purchase receipt
Photographs

Neighbor’s name and phone number

Date: 05/21/2009 Investigator No: 2118

Page 1 of 1

Regional office: _ CFIEB Supervisor No: _ 9084






1. Task Number 2. Investigator's ID

090520CBB2638 2147 EPIDEMIOLOGIC

3. Office Code 4. Date of Accident 5. Date Initiated INVESTIGATION
YR MO DAY YR MO DAY REPORT

810 2005 01 01 2009 05 22

6. Synopsis of Accident or Complaint UPC 081099000355

A 37 year old female reported that her family has experienced health problems and that electrical products in her home
have malfunctioned. The complainant/&s house was renovated in 2004/2005 and she believes drywall that was
installed during the renovation may be the cause of the problems. The family moved out of the house in 2008 because
of health concerns.

—OVERRULED; TTACHED
Déccrsiossrodds § oL
XCISIONS.FQ 'S e
0 ?‘}T RE-NOTIF (b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)
V=26 |
7. Location (Home, School, etc) 8. City 9. State
1- HOME MACON GA
10A. First Product 10B. Trade/Brand Name 10C. Model Number
1876 - House Structures, Repair Or USG SHEETROCK UNKNOWN

10D, Manufacturer Name and Address
UNITED STATES GYPSUM COMPANY
125 South Franklin Street
Chicago, IL 60608--4678

11C. Model Number
UNKNOWN

11A. Second Product {b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)

1876 - House Structures, Repair
D N(b)(S):CPSA Section 6(b)

12. Age of Victim 13. Sex 14, Disposition 15. Injury Diagnosis
41 1. Male 1 - Injured, not Hosp. 71 - Other
16. Body Part(s) 17. Respondent 18. Type of Investigation 19. Time Spent
Involved (Operational / Travel)
85 - ALL OF BODY 1 - Victim/Complainant 1 - On-Site 19 /4

21. Case Source
07 - Consumer Complaint

20. Attachment(s)

22. Sample Collection Number
9 - Multiple Attachments

23. Permission to Disclose Name (Non NEISS Cases Only)

@ ves O No () Verbal O Yes for Manuf. Only
24. Review Date 25. Reviewed By 26. Regional Office Director
06/03/2009 9085 Dennis R. Blasius

27. Distribution
Rose, Blake; Woodard, Dean; Blasius, Dennis

28. Source Document Number
108507 11A

CPSC FORM 162 (12196} Approved for Use Thru 1/31/2010 OMB No, 3041-0029
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This investigation was initiated as a result of an internet complaint filed with the
Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) on May 19, 2009. The
complainant, a 37 year old female, reported that her family has experienced
health problems and that electrical products in her house have malfunctioned.
The complainant's home was renovated in 2004/2005 and she believes drywall
that was installed during the renovation may be the cause of the problems. The
family moved out of the house in 2008 because of health concerns. The
complainant was interviewed outside of the incident home on May 27, 2009.

House Construction

The incident brick house is a one-story single family residence that was built in
1959. The ranch style home sits on a partial daylight basement and has
approximately 1,700 square feet of heated living space.

The house is equipped with a natural gas hot water heater and a natural gas
central heating system. All other appliances are electric.

The complainant and her family moved into the house in 1996. On April 22,
2004, a fire damaged the home. The fire started when a can of spray paint fell in
a carport utility room and was punctured. The nearby natural gas water heater
ignited the paint fumes. The complainant believed that the house was a total
loss due to fire, smoke, and fire suppression damage. However, her
homeowner’s insurance company determined that the house was repairable and
did not provide enough funds to totally rebuild the house.

The complainant, acting as her own general contractor, renovated the interior of
the house (including the basement). The interior wood studs were replaced. The
wood studs around the exterior of the house were sealed with primer and
remained in place. New drywall was installed in the walls and ceilings throughout
most of the house. The complainant estimated that 12 square feet of the original
drywall was not removed in the kitchen/laundry room area.

The complainant purchased the new drywall from a home improvement retailer in
a nearby town (a closer store of the same retailer was out of stock). On
December 19, 2004, she purchased 150 pieces of 12" x 4’ x 12’ drywall. On
January 3, 2005, she purchased 22 pieces of 12" x 4’ x 8' water resistant drywall
(see purchase receipts found as Exhibits C and D). The complainant believes a
small quantity of additional drywall was later purchased from the same retailer
but she could not provide a receipt. A sub-contractor installed the drywall. The
water resistant drywall was installed along the bottom four feet of the walls in the
basement.

The electrical system throughout the house was replaced as well as much of the
plumbing. New appliances, wall receptacles, light fixtures, cabinets, etc. were
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also installed. New carpet was placed in most of the house (except the kitchen,
bathrooms, hallway, and part of the basement) and the walls were painted.

The exterior bricks of the house were discolored in the fire and the complainant
was unable to clean them. Consequently, the bricks were sealed with a primer
and covered with vinyl siding.

The complainant estimated that one third of the roof was replaced. The wood in
the rest of the roof was blackened in the fire but not replaced. The wood was
sealed with a primer.

The renovation was completed in May of 2005 and the family moved back into
the house at the end of the month. The home was occupied by the complainant
(a 37 year old female), her husband (41 years old), three children (a 9 year old
male, 11 and 13 year old females), and the complainant’'s mother (70 years old).
The ages in parentheses are the ages of the individuals as of the on-site
interview. There were no pets present in the house.

The complainant estimated that later in 2005 is when she first noticed an odor in
the house. She described it as an old, musty, sulfuric, vinegar smell. At first the
odor was worse during the summer months, but more recently (in 2007 and
2008) became more persistent year round. The odor was present throughout the
house and was noticeable at all times, not just when the house had been shut
up. A heating/air conditioning technician visited the house in 2005 and
determined that the odor was not coming from the central heating/air conditioning
system (see Exhibit E).

Health Effects

After moving back into the renovated house, family members began to
experience various health problems that they had not suffered from previously.
The complainant believes that many of the adverse health issues began in 2006
and worsened over time. She reported the following list of health problems
(approximate dates of on-set or diagnosis, if known, are in parenthesis and ages
are as of May 2009):

9 year old male: stomach ache, headache, nausea, acid reflux (August
2007), diagnosed with Ketoacidosis (hospitalized with type one diabetes
and is currently insulin dependent, October 2007), uncontrollable blood
sugar levels

11 year old female: stomach aches, headaches, tiredness, skin rashes,
and little energy, bloody nose during sleep (once)

13 year old female: skin rashes, headaches, tiredness, stomach aches,
constipation
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37 year old female: tiredness, heaviness/pressure in chest (2006), sinus
infection (2007), numbness in upper and lower extremities, limbs would go
to sleep during the night (2008), heavy or hard sleeping, gas, bloating,
lower back pain in kidney area, respiratory discomfort (asthma-like),
constipation

41 year old male: tiredness, headaches, uncontrolled muscle drawing in
hands and cramps in legs/hands (2008), finger numbness/tingling (2008),
chest discomfort, constipation, irritated itchy eyes

The complainant’s mother suffered from rheumatoid arthritis and diabetes prior to
2005. Her health deteriorated after moving into the house (including respiratory
problems, uncontrollable blood sugar levels, and losing approximately 25
pounds). She moved into an assisted living facility around November of 2006
and her health somewhat improved over time. She later moved to a retirement
community.

The complainant reported several instances when visitors to the house suffered
unexplained symptoms including:

The complainant’s 39 year old brother told her that he suffered from
burning eyes and sinus problems during weekend visits to the house
(dates unknown). He did not have these problems while away from the
house. He stayed in the basement during his visits. The complainant
placed a humidifier in the basement in an attempt to mitigate the problem
but she does not know if it helped.

On one occasion the complainant’s mother-in-law began to feel poorly and
needed to go outside for fresh air (date unknown).

In late 2007 or in 2008 an aunt of the complainant’'s husband had a rapid
heartbeat, clammy skin, and almost fainted at the house.

The complainant began to home school her son in September of 2007 because
of the health problems associated with his soon to be diagnosed diabetes. The
two female children started home school in October of 2008 because of their
severe allergies. The complainant’s youngest daughter developed allergies after
the renovation but her son and older daughter had allergies beforehand. The
complainant believes that school food played a role in the children’s allergies.
She reported that their skin related problems (including eczema) improved after
starting home school but that other complaints (headaches, ill feelings, etc.)
increased. She believes that the additional time spent in the house by the
children for home school was detrimental to their health.

The complainant visited her physician in 2006 for “heaviness” or pressure in her
chest in addition to heart palpitations. She did not receive a diagnosis or
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treatment. She tried using dietary supplements and natural remedies but
believes that being out of the house more (she started going to school) helped
her feel better. She continued to have these symptoms off and on until she
moved out of the house. She suffered from a severe sinus infection in 2007 that
required her to receive a shot.

in 2008, the complainant visited her physician for numbness problems. She
would regularly (approximately three times per week) wake up in the night with
one or more of her extremities asleep. On one occasion her leg and pelvis were
both asleep. She did not receive a diagnosis or treatment. Her physician
recommended a nerve study but she did not have one completed.

Since moving out of the house, the complainant has only experienced similar
numbness on two occasions. They both occurred on nights when her husband
had been at the house during the day. She believes these episodes were
caused by residual odor from the house in her husband’s clothes. She now
makes him promptly wash his clothes when he has been at the house.

The complainant’s medical records were requested but have not been received.

The family members physical symptoms lessened when they were away from the
house and returned once they were home again. It was not until 2008 that the
complainant became aware that she and her family members felt better when
they were away from the house. She could not estimate how quickly symptoms
subsided and returned in association with being in or out of the house on a daily
basis.

The complainant and her three children moved out of the house and into an
apartment in early November of 2008. Her husband did not move out until mid to
late December of 2008. He did not feel that there was a problem with the house
and continued to primarily live there. However, after the medical issue discussed
in the next paragraph, he reconsidered at eventually decided he should join his
family in the apartment.

On November 24, 2008, (after the rest of the family had moved out), the
complainant’s husband was taken to the emergency room after spending three or
four days in the house. The complainant went over to the house and found that
her husband was suffering from tightness in his chest, leg and hand cramps, and
numbness/tingling in the tips of his fingers. His finger numbness/tingling had
been present for several months but had recently intensified. That day her
husband’s fingers had also begun to draw away from each other (separate)
involuntarily. He was transported by emergency response personnel to a nearby
hospital. The hospital ran numerous tests but no cause was identified (although
he was diagnosed with microscopic hematuria, see Exhibit H). He has been in
and out of the house on many occasions since moving out in December of 2008
without incident. However on Saturday, May 30, 2009, he went back to the
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house to move some things. By late Sunday/early Monday he experienced
numbness/tingling in his fingertips again.

The complainant was in and out of the house over the next several months after
she moved. She estimated that her symptoms generally lessened 24 to 36 hours
after being out of the house and reappeared four hours after returning to it. The
complainant considered herself to be the most sensitive member of the family to
the conditions in the home.

On May 24, 2009, the complainant went into the house wearing a dust particle
respirator. She was in the house for about 15 minutes. Within half an hour she
became “gassy”. Three to four hours later she felt bioated, nauseous, light-
headed, clammy, and experienced a rapid heartbeat. She went to sleep and felt
better the next day. The complainant decided that she will no longer go into the
house.

Electrical and Corrosion Complaints

In addition to health issues, the complainant also reported problems with items in
the house that began around the year 2006. She reported flickering lights
(mostly on the main floor), circuit breakers tripping for no apparent reason,
buzzing noises at light switches that have dimmers, short-lived light bulbs, and
plugs that were warm to the touch (the wall receptacles and the light switches
themselves were not unusually warm). She did not report any unusual odors
(other than the odor that permeated the entire house) in the vicinity of any wall
receptacles, switches, or light fixtures.

The complainant installed several compact fluorescent lights in an effort to
extend the life span of light bulbs in the house. However, these lights appeared
to smoke once installed and were removed for fear of starting a fire.

The recessed lights in the kitchen would regularly go out after being on for about
15 rinutes. The complainant would tum the light switch off for a couple of
minutes before turning the lights back on.

The smoke alarms in the home are hard-wired with a battery back-up. The
complainant feels that the batteries are short-lived but did not report any other
problems with the smoke alarms.

In 2007 the motion floodlights around the exterior of the home began to
malfunction. The floodlights are hardwired into the electrical system and the
motion sensors are battery powered. The lights would come on for no apparent
reason, they would blink on and off, and sometimes they would not turn off when
they should (after a set amount of time). The motion sensors also had problems
with short-lived batteries.



090520CBB2638

In 2008 the ground fault circuit interrupter (GFCI) wall receptacles (both interior
and exterior) around the house began to trip for unknown reasons.

Several problems were reported with the home’s central heating/air conditioning
unit. The unit was installed during the renovation and it is located entirely outside
of the house (referred to as a single outdoor package). The complainant
specifically denied having any part of the unit inside of the house and this
investigator did not observe any indoor heating/air equipment during a walk-
through of the house.

In January of 2006 the digital thermostat and the heat relay were replaced. The
technician recommended increasing the size of the transformer in the unit
because it was not sending the proper voltage to the thermostat. The
complainant did not replace the transformer. |n December of 2008 the unit’s pilot
light igniter was replaced after the complainant smelled gas.

The air conditioner has never been recharged with refrigerant. However, the
complainant reported that she was told by a service technician that there were
holes in the evaporator coils of the air conditioning unit (which is located outside
of the house).

The complainant never received an explanation concerning the cause of any of
the heating/air conditioning unit's problems. Three service orders regarding the
heating/air system are attached as Exhibit |.

The complainant’s electric cook top, installed in November of 2004,
malfunctioned in 2007 or 2008. The complainant had previously noticed that
when the right rear burner was turned to “low” it would actually heat to “high”.
The control knob for that burner was removed from the cook top. On an
unknown date in 2007 or 2008, the complainant’s husband decided to use the
right rear burner again so he put the control knob back on. The area around the
knob began sparking when he turned the burner on. He was not injured and the
complainant thinks the circuit breaker may have tripped. The entire cook top was
replaced under warranty with a similar unit.

The complainant reported only one instance of a product blackening in the home.
The frame around a mirror that she removed from the living room of the house in
late 2008 or in 2009 appeared to her to be unusually tarnished. She used a
cleaner and rag to remove the tarnish and the rag quickly turned black.

The complainant advised this investigator that an identical mirror and frame were
still in the incident house in one of the children’s bedrooms. Per the
complainant’s suggestion, | removed the mirror from the wall and brought it
outside for examination (the complainant would not enter the house). The
complainant said it appeared to look tamished like the other frame. She
unsuccessfully attempted to wipe what she thought was tarnish from the frame
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with a dry cloth. The frame on the mirror appeared to be made of wood. The
wood appeared to have been painted a metallic gold/silver color with additional
black accents painted on. When | informed the complainant that the frame was
probably made of wood, she agreed and determined that the cleaner she used
on the other mirror was likely removing the paint and causing the rag to turn
black.

She did not report any signs of corrosion or pitting on pipes, faucets, light
fixtures, jewelry, etc.

Some of the furniture in the house had been relocated to the complainant’s
apartment when she moved. She had the upholstered furniture professionally
cleaned to remove the offensive odor of the house. She threw away one of her
daughter’s mattresses because of the odor. The cornplainant brought some of
the children’s furniture to the apartment and cleaned it herself but it still made the
children feel ill for a short period. She is concerned that bringing more items
from the house to the apartment will cause additional adverse health reactions.

Examination of the House

During the on-site visit, the complainant unlocked a door and allowed me to
examine the interior of the house. She would not go inside because of health
concerns. The house was still full of personal effects and furniture.

The hot water heater and the circuit breaker panel were locked in a carport utility
room. The complainant did not have the key. She contacted her husband in an
effort to obtain the key. He stated that he was going to come to the house but
had not arrived after one hour. Therefore, the water heater and the circuit
breaker panel were not examined.

| examined the exposed wires behind several wall receptacles and light switches
in the living room, kitchen, and basement. The wires were not corroded.
Examination of the wires was limited because electricity could not be turned off to
the switches and receptacles (the circuit panel was not accessible).

The copper on a coaxial cable and from speaker wires coming out of the wall in
the living room were not corroded. None of the metal light switch plates located
throughout the house appeared corroded, blackened, or pitted. Fixtures in the
kitchen were examined and none showed evidence of pitting, blackening, or
corrosion.

One toilet water supply valve located in a bathroom near the kitchen and living
room appeared corroded. No other metal objects in the bathroom showed
evidence of pitting, blackening, or corroding. Similar toilet water supply valves in
other bathrooms had little to no corrosion and did not show evidence of pitting or
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blackening. No other bathroom fixtures that were examined appeared corroded,
blackened, or pitted.

An outlet wiring tester was placed in several wall receptacles in the house. They
appeared to be wired properly. The test button of a GFCI wall receptacle in the
kitchen appeared to function properly.

The drywall in a basement bathroom was examined for markings. The back of
the drywall (floor to ceiling) on one small wall was accessible from an unfinished
part of the basement. No markings of any kind were visible on the exposed
drywall (see Exhibit B photos 2 and 3). The unfinished basement area was damp
and had a hole in the ground with standing water in it (a sump pump may have
been in the water).

| entered the house’s low height attic and found that it had been largely covered
with plywood and used for storage. Blown insulation around the edge of the
plywood flooring was moved aside in several locations but no markings of any
kind were visible on the back of the ceiling drywall.

| did not note any unusual odors in the house. However, | was suffering from
allergies at the time of the examination and my sense of smell was impaired.

Other

The complainant reported that mold or mildew was discovered on some
baseboards in the basement in 2008. A section of baseboard, estimated by the
complainant to be six feet in length, was removed and mold or mildew was
discovered growing on the moisture resistant drywall. The complainant
estimated that a one foot by two foot section of drywall was removed and the
accessible area between the exterior and interior walls was sealed. She could
not recall how the area was sealed (foam sealant, a plastic barrier, etc.).

No outside experts or professionals (other than heating/air conditioning
technicians) have visited the house to investigate the cause of the various health
and electrical problems. The complainant believes that the source of the
problems in her home may be the drywall. She has not contacted the drywall
retailer or manufacturers.

The complainant contacted several government agencies for assistance
including her county health department, the Environmental Protection Agency,
and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration. These entities advised
her that she needed to arrange for professional help on her own. She was not
able to provide any names, dates, or specific information about these contacts.
She contacted CPSC after discovering reports of similar problems blamed on
imported drywall in Florida.
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In early to mid-May of 2009, the complainant spoke with a representative of her
homeowner’s insurance company and explained the situation. The
representative did not offer any solutions and mentioned that they were not her
insurance carrier at the time the drywall was installed.

The complainant’s next door neighbor moved out due to health problems several
months ago. The neighbor's home was renovated around the same time as the
complainant’'s home. The complainant was not sure if the neighbor's health
problems and home renovation are related. She is not aware of any community
action in regards to drywall issues.

The complainant is not sure of her short or long term plans with the house. The
family is trying to cope with the financial burden of paying their mortgage and
apartment rent as well as two sets of utilities. She is afraid to bring any more of
her personal belongings from the house to her apartment because the odor
makes her ill.

She agreed to provide a sample of the home’s drywall to CPSC if requested in
the future.

On May 27, 2009, a visit was made to a location of the retailer where the drywall
was purchased (note that this is the same retail chain but not the same location
where the complainant bought her drywall). Consumer Product Safety
Commission credentials and a Notice of Inspection were presented to the
manager on duty. In addition to the manger on duty, an assistant manager, the
store manager, and a district operations manager were asked about any similar
complaints regarding drywall. They were not aware of any similar consumer
complaints. One of the product SKUs found on the complainant’s purchase
receipts (150 pieces of 2" x 4' x 12’ drywall) was located in the store and the
manufacturer information was recorded. The managers checked the SKU for the
water resistant drywall in their computer system. It returned as “item not found”
at the store as well as at the store where the incident drywall was purchased.
The managers believe this means that the SKU is not likely sold in the region.

PRODUCT DESCRIPTION / LABELING

Drywall (A)

The product is ¥2" x 4’ x 12’ drywall. The purchase receipt lists the product SKU
as 258-377. The SKU was located at the retailer and was found to be USG
Sheetrock brand.

The product found at the retailer was labeled in part:

“*** USG SHEETROCK Brand *** 2" x 4' x 12' *** 0 81099 00035 5 ***
WB2035- 12/1 — 2000 *** Gypsum Panel Tapered Edge *** United States
Gypsum Company *** 125 South Franklin Street *** Chicago, IL 60606-
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4678 *** A Subsidiary of USG Corporation *** Manufactured to meet
ASTM Standard C36 *** Conforms to CAN/CSA — A82.27 — M91 ***”

Manufacturer:

United States Gypsum Company
125 South Franklin Street
Chicago, IL 60606-4678

(800) 950-3839

WWW.usg.com

150 pieces of drywall were purchased on December 19, 2004, for $10.12 each
from:

Home Depot

2620 Watson Bivd.
Warner Robins, GA 31093
(478) 923-4594

SKU 258-377 was found for sale at the following retailer on May 27, 2009:

Home Depot

4635 Presidential Parkway
Macon, GA 31206

(478) 477-0266

Drywall (B)

The product is 12" x 4’ x 8’ water resistant drywall. No markings were located on
the drywall in the incident house. The SKU (258-393) found on the purchase
receipt was not located in the retailer’'s computer system. However, the

complainant reported that the product was manufactured by {‘b)(a)chs’“ Section 65) |

22 pieces of drywall were purchased on January 3, 2005, for $10.29 each from:

Home Depot

2620 Watson Bivd.
Warner Robins, GA 31093
(478) 923-4594

Manufacturer:
{b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)
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(b)(3).CPSA Section 6(b) T

Cook Top

T ‘ E‘Not Responsive

The incident product is a QResponM brand cook top, model the
electric, smooth surface unit was installed new on November 11, 2004. No
further identifying information was provided.

Manufacturer:

‘Not Responsive

1
|

|

Heating / Air Conditioning Unit

The incident product is a iggtspons rand central heating/air conditioning unit. The
single outdoor package system was installed during the renovation. The entire
unit is located outside of the house. No further identifying information was
provided.

Manufacturer:

Not Responsive




090520CBB2638

ATTACHMENTS

Exhibit A- List of Respondents

Exhibit B-  Photographs (12)

Exhibit C -  Purchase Receipt (December 19, 2004)
Exhibit D -  Purchase Receipt (January 3, 2005)

Exhibit E -  Statement from AC Technician Concerning Odor
Exhibit F -  Medical Records - 9 Year Old Male (Reflux)
Exhibit G- Medical Records - 9 Year Old Male (Diabetes)
Exhibit H-  Medical Records - 41 Year Old Male

Exhibit| -  Heating/Air Service Orders

Exhibit J -  Cook top Warranty

Exhibit K-  Notice of Inspection

ExhibitL - Release of Name

Exhibit M - Missing Document Form
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LIST OF RESPONDENTS
COMPLAINANT

» Adrianna Gantt
1720 Winston Drive
Macon, GA 31206
(478) 254-2969
dgantts@cox.net

May 22, 2009
Currently living at:

312 Juniper Lane
Macon, GA 31220

HOSPITAL

« Unknown Representative
Medical Records - Release of information
777 Hemlock St
Macon, GA 31201-6884
(478) 633-1067

May 22, 2009
RETAILER

= Art Wright, Manager on Duty
» Gina Defranco, Assistant Manager
= Calvin Martin, Store Manager
* Mike George, District Operations Manager
Home Depot
4635 Presidential Parkway
Macon, GA 31206
(478) 477-0266

May 27, 2009
PHYSICIAN’S OFFICE

» Maggie (last name unknown)
Macon Family Health Center
1051 Pio Nono Avenue
Macon, GA 31204
(478) 755-8400
(478) 755-10730 fax

May 27, 2009
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HEATING / AIR (contacted by the complainant)

« Adam Guesin, Service manager
Air Temperature Control, Inc.
7067 Cochran Field Road
Macon, GA 31216
(478) 784-1109

Unknown date in 2005
INSURANCE (contacted by the complainant)
» Mary (last name unknown)
Allstate
4917 Suite-B Mercer University Drive
Macon, GA 31210
(478) 474-8785

Early to Mid-May 2009
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Photo 1: View of the incident house.
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Photo 2: View of the back of drywall installed in the basement bathroom. No markings of any kind
were visible on the drywall.
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Photo 3: View of the back of additional drywall installed in the basement bathroom. No markings of
any kind were visible on the drywall.
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Photo 4: View of the attic space. Insulation around the edge of the plywood flooring was moved aside
in several locations but no markings of any kind were visible on the drywall. Note that the wood that
forms the roof has been sealed with primer (from the 2004 fire).
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Photo 5: View of the attic space. Insulation around the edge of the plywood flooring was moved aside
in several locations but no markings of any kind were visible on the drywall. Note that the wood that
forms the roof has been sealed with primer (from the 2004 fire
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Photo 6: View of a corroded toilet water supply valve located in a bathroom near the kitchen and
living room. No other metal objects in the bathroom showed evidence of pitting, blackening, or
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Photo 7: View of a mostly uncorroded toilet water supply valve located in a bathroom off of the
hallwa
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Photo 8: View of exposed copper wires in a living room wall receptacle. The wires did not appear
blackened or corroded (the receptacle and wires are speckled with paint).
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Photo 9:; View of the replacement cooktop.
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Photo 10: door p

View of the central heating/air conditioning unit (single out ackage).

A

#'Not Responsive
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Photo 11: View of the central heating/air conditioning

unit (single outdoor package

Sran
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Photo 12: View of the 2004 fire damage (scanned photo provided by the complainant). The photo
depicts the side of the house and shows the carport/utility room area.
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Store 0163 WARNER ROBINS
2620 WATSON BLVD
WARNER ROBINS, GA 31093

Phone: {478 ) 923-4594
Salesperson: YML766
Raeviewer:

Thisis unhy a QUOTE for the merchandise and services printed below. This becomes an Agreement upon payment
and an endorsement by a Home Depot register validation.

MNarrg Homwe Phote
GANTT ADRIANA (478) 471-8684
A st 1720 WINSTON DR. wark Ehone (478) 31 9-3563%

City MACON B Job Cescoptin: REMODEL

Bre GA 31206 “etv o BIgB

No. O g3-592b6¢

VALIDATION AREA

- , '0UOTE is valid for this date: 12/19/2004

MERCHANDISE AND SERVICE SUMMARY efiffis S shlgmars: 17 !
HOME DEPOT DELIVERY #1 T
REF #V08 ¥
STOCK MERCHANDISE T0 BE usuvenfu AV A
REE # | . Sky QaTy | um .. DESCRIPTION . Tax! PRICE EACH] EXTENSION
RON 258-377 150.00 EA| 1/2"X4X12 DRYWALL ME DO NOT CARRY INSIDE $10.12 $1,518.00
RO2 | 430.684 7.00 | EA| 500FT ROLL JOINT TAPE / e L $2.88 $20.16
RO3 | 223.629 12.00 | EA| 1 1/4X8FT GALY CORNERBEAD-EA  / BRI 5139 $16.68 |
RO4 | 370-714 | 1.00 | Bx| 1-3/8 PC DRYWALL NA!L 30LB BUCKET / Uy e Y $34.54 $34.54
" ROS | 258725 25.00 | EA| 5 GALLON ALL PURPOSE JT.COMPOUND 7/ LN\ N 7 ¥ $9.99 $249.75
AN AYS § MERCHANDISE TOTAL]  $1,839.13
DELIVERY INFORMATION: SCHEDULED DELIVERY DATE: 12:211213134& L
vos8 | 515663 | 100 | EA| CURBSIDE DELIVERY SERVIGE "o/ v $55.00 $55.00
B i | DELIVERY SERVICE SUBTOTAL{  $55.00 |
Yoo | *** CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE ***

No. 0163-59264

Customer Copy

A

(9801

0100068667

o
-
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HOME DEPOT DELIVERY #1

Page 2 of 2 . ..
L ame; GANTT

No. 0 T3-5926.

Page 2 of b

{Continued) REF #V418

HGME DEPOT WiLL DELIVER MDSE 70 jGANTT, ADRIANA

ADDRESS: 1720 WINSTON DR.

CITY: MACON T

STATE: GA ZiP: 31206 COUNTY:BIBB

SALES TAX RATE: 6.000

PHONE: (478) 471-8684 ALYERNATE PHONE: {478) 319-3535

DRIVER SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS:

mpSE & DELIVERY ToTALS: [IFRICTYRED

175 N GET OFF EISENHDWER EXIT MAKE LEFT OFF EXIT GO TWO AND 1;2 MILES AT OLD SERVICE MERCHANDISE EXIT MAKE LEFT AT UIGHT MAKE
FIRST LEFT ON KENT SECOND RIGHT ON WINSTON FOURTH HOUSE ON LEFT.

I END OF HOME DEPQT DELIVERY - REF V038

]

oroen ToTAL  [RIGEYRE

a  SALESTAX $113.65
___ Totau | $2,007.78

BALANCEDUE |  $2,007.78

END OF ORDER No. 0163-59264

Curbsirie Deliveries. f You are purchasing merchandise 1or CURBSIDE DELIVERY only, i.e., Your purchase DOES NOT prowide for delivery teyand curbside or for installation/hook-up.,

YOU ASSUME THE RISK OF. AND THE FULL LIABIUTY FOR, ANY RESULTING PERSONAL INJURY, OAMAGE TGO PROPERTY, OR DAMAGE TO MERCHANDISE (F YOU REQUEST
THAT THE DELIVERY AGENT DELIVER BEYOND CURSSIOE OR PROVIDE INSTALLATION/HOOK-UP.

for seeking a warver, 8l Your expense, trom the appropeiate authority, tf You ace unable 1o obtam a waver, dehvery will not he avadable to Your delivery address{es}.

B

No. 0163-59264

Custoemer Copy o
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SPECIAL SERVICES CUSTOMER INVOICE
Phone: (478} 781-21561
Salesperson: ELE042
Reviewer:

Store 0135 MACON
2525 PIO NONQO AVENUE
MACON, GA 31206

Page t of 1

TQUOTE for the merchandise and services printed below. This becomes an Agreement upon payment

dyorsement by a Home Depot register validation.

Page 1of 4 NO. 0712351138538

Home Phora

AHTT ADRIANA (478) 471-8684
A4de 1720 WINSTON DR. T (478) 319-3536
Campary Namg
T MACON wevSespE DRYWALL ACC.
Sire GA . 31206 v BIBB

1

*QUOTE is valid for this date: 01/03/2005

CUSTOMER PICKUP #1

MERCHANDISE AND SERVICE SUMMARY meréherd

‘e the right to fimit the i
se solréglo customg ?t::ant ties of

z’ L
3

REF /W04 SKU #515-664 Customer Pickup | Will Call

STOCK MERCHAHDISE TO BE PICKED UP.

TOTAL CHARGES OF ALL MERCHANDISE & SERY {Qﬁgg

REF #0 SKU - [ o@aTY  fuMp o e A EXTENSION
RO1 | 258-393 5500 | EA| 1/21N 4X8 WATER RESISTANT DRYWALL | $226.38
RO2 | 632-716 12.00 | EA| £Z SANDAS-LITE ST CMPND 18LB-JLQ120 / A v $8.19 $98.28
~ RO3 | 423-629 20,00 | EA| 1 1/4X8FT GALV CORNERBEAD-EA / e v $1.39 $27.80
SCHEDULED PICKUP DATE: 01/30/2005 RCHANDISE TOTA $352.46 |
: | ENDOF CUSTOMER PICKUP - REF $W04

ORDER TGTAL $352.46

SALES TAX $21.15
TOTAL $373.61
BALANCE DUE $373.61

WILL-CALL MERCHANDISE PICK-UP

Will-Call items will be held in the store for 7 days only.

page 10f 4am No. 0135-138538

The Pro Desk)

Creatrm .~mv
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,CareNontes™ System Page 3 of 3

The Medical Center of Central Georgia

777 Hemlock Street | Macon, GA 31201 | www.mccg.org
Part of Central Georgia Health System

“L7 .11 5925 zebulon Rd., Macon, GA 31210 T

X -
(478) 757-7865 67280

1 have received and understand the instructions in this handout.

Patient/Guardian's Signature
Patient's Name: STERLING A GANTT

Caregiver's Signature
Caregiver's Name: MCNW--C-

Special Instructions:

1. TAKE PRESCRIPTIONS AS DIRECTED

2. INCREASE WATER/FLUID INTAKE

3. AVOID SPICY, HOT AND GREASY FOODS

4. FOLLOWUP WITH DR. BARROSO

5. RETURN TO MED CENTER NORTHWEST AS NEEDED AND/OR CALL US IF ANY

QUESTIONS/CONCERNS AT 757-7865

Gastroesophageal Reflux in Children

WHAT YOU SHOULD KNOW:

» Gastroesophageal (gas-tro-e-sof-uh-g-ull) reflux is also called "GER." It is when the food
or stomach aclid in the stomach comes back up the esophagus {(e-sof-uh-gus). The
esophagus is the tube that takes food from the mouth to the stomach. GER is most
common in infants {less than 1 year old), but can occur at any age. GER is usually gone
by the time a child is 12 to 18 months old. A muscie on the bottom of the esophagus
that does not work properly is the cause of GER. If this muscle does not work properly
the food or stomach acid can come back up the esophagus.

¢ Some of the most common problems seen with GER are spitting up, vomiting, c¢rying,
coughing, gagging, and heartburn. Your child's caregiver may want to change your
child's feeding habits to help the GER. Special medicine may also be neeled to help with
GER. Proper positioning after feeding may heip prevent GER. Ask your child's caregiver

htips://www.thomsonhc.com/carenotes/librarian/ssl/true/PFPUINU1293h20HvgaM/ND _P... 8/15/2007
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CareNotes™ System Page 4 of 5

about the best position for your child. Surgery is usually only needed when GER is very
serious.

AFTER YOU LEAVE:
Your child’s medicines are: ZANTAC, TAKE AS DIRECTED .

e Keep a written list of what medicines your child takes and when and why your child
takes them. Bring the list of your child's medicines or the pill bottles when you visit your
child's caregivers. Ask your child's caregiver for more information about the medicines.
Do not give any medicines to your child without first asking your child's caregiver. This
includes prescriptions, over-the-counter drugs, vitamins, herbs, or food supplements.

e Always give your child's medicine as directed by caregivers. Call your child's caregiver if
you think your child’'s medicines are not helping. Or if you feel your child is having side
effects, Do not quit giving the medicines to your child until you discuss it with your
child’s caregiver. If your child is taking antibiotics (an-ti-bi-ah-tiks}, give them until they
are all gone. Even if your child seems to feel better.

+ Never give aspirin to your child without first asking your child's caregiver. Giving aspirin
to your child when he is ill may cause a very serious illness called Reye's syndrome.
Read medicine labels to see if your child's medicine has aspirin.

Diet:

e Proper positioning after feeding may help prevent GER. The position your child needs to
be in after eating may depend on the age of your child. It may also depend on how bad
your child's symptoms are. Some caregivers may suggest placing infants on their back
after eating. This is especially true if an infant sleeps after eating. Ask a caregiver about
the best position for your infant or child.

Feed your child more frequently with smaller amounts of food. Adding 1 teaspoon or
tablespoon of rice cereal for every 1 ounce of formula can thicken your child's formula.
This may help your child keep the formula in the stomach. Talk to your child's caregiver
before thickening your child's formula. Hold your child in an upright position during
feedings. Burp your child frequently during and after each feeding. Try to feed your child
2 hours before bedtime.

Do not place your child in a child safety seat (car seat) after feeding your child. Try to
avoid putting pressure on your child's tummy after feeding, such as tight diapers.

Children old enough to eat solid foods, shouid avoid the following foods or drinks to
prevent GER:

o Chocolate
o Drinks with caffeine
o Foods high in acid such as citrus fruits or tomatoes

o Fried or fatty foods s

httns/Awww.thomsonhe.conmycarenotes/librarnan/sslirae/PFPULUNU 1 293h20HveaM/ND P... &/15/2007
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o Spicy foods
CALL DR. BAROSSO IF:

» Your child continues to spit up.

Your child is irritable or fussy during or after feedings.

L 4

Your child is not eating.

L ]

Your child is not gaining weight normally.

Your child has a temperature over 101 F ( C).

L

Your child vomits (throws up) forcefully.

You have any questions about your child's care, condition, or medicine.
SEEK CARE IMMEDIATELY IF:

+ The spitting up causes your child to cough or choke.

s Your child spits up blood.

¢ Your child has troubie breathing.

# © 1974-2007 Thomson MICROMEDEX. All rights reserved.

GASTROESOPHAGEAL REFLUX IN CHILDREN - Discharge Care, English
Printed on Wednesday, August 15, 2007 9:16:03 AM

MPORTANT (QTIVE: The oxamination ang teatiment you Bave receved 18 provided on sn episodic basis and is aot mtended 7o be

& substitte for or an 2ok to provede complote medical care, 118 your resporsibility to follow the instructions provided, It is aise
soponsiahty oo fodlow ap et your regular healtn care peoviter andfor tha Dealth care provider o whom yan have boer

ce, If your condithion seems 1o be worsening o if anv naw problems orcor brtors your felow Up appointment, pigasce return

rchabehy O the Emergeancy Center/Urgoent Care Center.

Soraps Ad athes ats goag nodr Center witially are reviewed Dy the physician on guty and/or any other non-physsgan provider

3 ATy e mvelved in petreat cace. A final official reading witt be perfarmed by the apuropraie speciatist (Radiclogist, Pathologst,
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PEDIATRIC ENDOCRINOLOGY CENTER
¢ Froviee o Sie Claldms Herpaad
Tarck Bisar, MD
sk Bowyer. MD
70 Vine Sucer Soit 360 ¢ Mucar Geargia 31200 ¢ Thone: 478-033-839) ¢ A 47R-033-4393

FOLLOW-UP CONSULTATION
NANME: Sterting Gantt DOB: 08/23/99
DAT % OF VISIT. 12/06/07
CHit F COMPLAINT: Diabeies mailitus.

PRE 3ENT ILLNESS:

Sterling is an 8 year 3 mont't oit Africar-Armerican maie who was admitted to the
Chike ren's Hospital on 10/15/07 with what was thought to be insulin dependent diabeles
medii us. At the time of admission he hed a blood sugar of 553 = bicarbonate of 21 but only low
gracd: ketores in his urine. He respond 2d very promplly to fluids and insuiin, He did have an
eleviiteo blood sugar and his Hgb £1C 'vas 12 percent on admission and he was thought o be
an garly type-1 diabetic. He was sert home on 70i30 NovolLog, 16 units in the moming, 12
units at night. He guickly tapered off un this because of sugars now becoming fow. By
10/30/07 he had tapered compietels 5if of insulin. He has remaired off all insufin since that
time. The family continues to checs bioad sugars seversl times e day and they are generafly in
the £2-120 range, He has felt quite wel . He is active. He is noms achodled, so he stays at
hom: most ot the Jay Me has no particular cew problems and has pratty much resumed his
norm 8l activity. When seen today, 12 has no new complaints.

EXAR:

Height: 133.8 cm. Weight /8 g, Blood pressure: 112/74. Puiserate: 80. General
appe arance is that of an adequatel “ourished young man who does not appear acuiely or
chrosnically ill, HEENT. unremarkabie. The craniai nerves are intaci. PERRLA. He does have
area:: of depigmentation of the scle'w o1 his eyes, which he has had since birth. The tympanic
mermrranes gre clear, The phanyny is clear. The neck is supple with no thyromegaiy. The
ches is ciear to auscultation. The 'war has a regular rate with no murmur. The abdomen is
soft vith no organomegaly. Genitalis w38 not examined. The extremities were otherwise
normal. He nes nomal muscle tona. He has nomai gait and nonmal mentation. His general
neurologic exam is normai and app-cpnate for age. Hgb A1C: 8.8%, down from his initial level
of 12% on admission to the Childre-t's } uspital.

ASSIISSMENT

Diebetes melfitus. it Is unclear v/hether this is a true type. He may be 8 MODY which
can jresent along this type of ine. The sugars were high enough and sustained enough with
an & avated Hgb A1C, | would not think his was simply a transisnt siress hyperglycemis.
Final y, he does not have the classiz phonotype for his age to be associated with a type-2
diabetes. Therefore, MODY, or a siniph- prolonged honeymoor phase of type-1 would be ths
mast bkely eticlogy 1o expisin his sCurse.

LTI RN

asym ptornatic, would riot restart msulir. 1 old the family { wouid continue to check Sugaré
abou; twice a day. As long as they /ermiin in 8 normai range we will not inttiale further therapy.
if the 7 begin to elevate, they are to ik ne and we will reinstitute insulin therapy appropriatety.
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Page: Two
Steri rg Gantl

Ther s gre genstic probies for MOCY . iifortunately. however, they are 30 expensive that we are
tiavii'g problems getting thern paid % by the thind pany payers &l this time, byt | think these will
beccme available it the not too divant - sture and will be something to check on i he cortinues
with 1is cumment coursa, | discussed ‘hix with his family. | will see him back in three months with
instrctions to call me sconer if the sugars start elevating.
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THE MEDICAL CENTER OF CENTRAL GEORGIA
DEPARTMENT OF PATHOLOGY AND LABORATORY MEDICINE
777 HEMLOCK STREET, MACON,/GA 31201
O. EUGENE BATTLES, M.D. - MEDICAL DIRECTOR

Name: GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR Age: 41years Sex: Male
Med. Rec. #: 098015571 Loc: EDOB
Acct. #: 0980155718329 Dr.: |
Pripted: 5/28/2009 4:04:35 PM
COMPLETE BLOOD COLINT AND DIFFERENTIAL
Day 0 i
Date  11/2472008
Time 18:29:00
Procedure Ref Range Units
WBC 439 [3.07-11.77] K/mm3
RBC 4.93 [4.28-548] m/mm3
HGB 14.9 [12.9-16.9] gm%
HCT 44.1 [38.7-49.1] %
MCV 89.5 [81.1-98.4] fL
MCH 30.3 (27.2-340]  UUG
MCHC 33.8 [32.2-35.9] %
RDW 13.1 [10.4-13.9] Y
PLT 190 [129-355] K/mm3
MPV 8.3 [7.4-11.4] fl
Auto NRBC 0 %
Diff? Auto Diff
Auto PMN 46 [40-80] %
Auto Lymph 39 [15-40] % E
Auto Mono 14 H [0-10] E(] 5
Auto Eos 1 [0-7] % :
Auto Baso 0 [0-2] %
URINALYSIS
Day 0
Date 11/24/2008
Time 20:30:00
Procedure Ref Range Units
UA Color YELLOW
UA Character CLEAR
UA SpGr 1.009 [1.001-1.035]
UA pH 13 {5.0-8.0
UA Protein NEGATIVE mg/dL
UA Glue NEGATIVE mg/dL
UA Ketones NEGATIVE mg/dL
UA Bilirubin NEGATIVE
UA Blood SMALL
NAME:CANTT, CHARLES LAMAR ROOM:ED08
MED-REC: 098015571
_AC #:0080155718329
| DR
| LAB RESULTS Page 1 of 4

0670172009 2:01PM (GMT-04:00)
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THE MEDICAL CENTER OF CENTRAL GEORGIA
DEPARTMENT OF PATHOLOGY AND LABORATORY MEDICINE
777 HEMLOCK STREET, MACON, GA 31201
0. EUGENE BATTLES, M.D. —- MEDICAL DIRECTOR

Name: GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR Age: 41 years Sex: Male
Med. Rec. #: 098015571 Loc.: : Room: EDO8
Acct. #: 0980155718329 Dr.: MD,
2009 4:04:35 PM
URINALYSIS

Day 0

Date 111242008

Time 20:30:00

Procedure Ref Range Units

UA Urob 0.2 [0.0-1.0]
UA Nitrite NEGATIVE
UA [eukocyte Esterase | NEGATIVE
UA WBC 0 [0-4] /hpf
UA RBC ] [0-4] /hpf
UA Squamous Epi Cells 0 [0-3] /hpf
UA Bacteria NEG
Hyaline Cast 0 [o-7] /lpf
Microscopic? Urinalysis with Micro

1172472008 20:30:00 UA Leukocyte Esterase:
Cephalexin, Gentarmnicin and high levels of Albumin ( >500 mg/dl ) may
interfere with Leukocyte Esterase reaction.

GENERAL CHEMISTRY PANEL
Day 0
Date  11/24/2008
Time  18:2%9:00
Procedure Ref Range Units
NA 143 [135-145] mEglL
K 3.5 [3.5-5.0]  mEgL
Chloride 103 [99-109] mEg/L
co2 2 [22-32] mmoV¥L
AGAP 3 [3-11] mEg/L
Glucose Level | 113 H [70-99) mg/dL
BUN 14 [5-22] mg/dL
Creatinine 1.2 0.5-1.4] mg/dL
Bun/Creat Ratio 11.7 [8.0-20.0] Ratio
GFR if African American >60
GFR if Non-African American 1 >60
[ NAME:GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR ROOM: ED08
' MED. REC..098015571
: ACCT #:0980158718329
G ——
| LAB RESULT ' Page 2 of 4

067/01/2009 2:01PM (GMT-04:00)
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THE MEDICAL CENTER OF CENTRAL GEORGIA
DEPARTMENT OF PATHOLOGY AND LABORATORY MEDICINE
777 HEMLOCK STREET, MACON; GA 31201
O. EUGENE BATTLES, M.D. — MEDICAL DIRECTOR

Name: GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR Age: 41 years Sex: Male
Med. Rec. #: 098015571 Loc.: EDPFY — Room: EDOS
Acct. #: 0980155718329 Dr.: gggg;fc*’s*\ Section | Mp,

. __.___DBI2009 4:04:35 PM
Calcium 9.4 [8.5-102] mg/dL

GENERAL CHEMISTRY PANEL

Day 0
Date  11/24/2008
Time  18:29:00
Procedure Ref Range Units
MG 22 [1.7-2.5] mg/dL
CPK 134 [39-195]  Units/L

11/24/2008 18:29:00 Glucose Level:
Normals are for fasting specimens.
The critical limit for outpatient specimens is <40 mpg/d!.

11/24/2008 18:29:00 GFR if Non-Aftican American:
GFR Normal Ranges (African American and NonAfrican American):

AGE Average GFR Result mlI/min/1,73m2
18 - 29 yts 116
30 - 39 yrs 107
40 - 49 yt3 99
50 - 59 yrs 93
60 - 69 yrs 85
70 -~ 150 yrs 75

GFR s not calculated for ages less than 13 years.

CARDIAC MARKERS
Day 0
Date  11/24/2008
Time 18:29:00
Procedure Ref Range Units
Troponin 11 0.02 [0.00-0.09] ng/mL
CKMB 20 [0.6-6.3] ng/mlL
CPK 134 [39-195] Units/L
RINX | 1.5 [0.0-2.3] Index

MED. REC..098015571

NAME:GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR ROOM: EDO8

Acci&mnmuzunﬂn__«_m_h R

E(b)(s'):c;Ps,A Section 25(c)

]

| LAB RESULT ~ Page3 of 4

0670172009 2:01PM (GMT-04:00)
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THE MEDICAL CENTER OF CENTRAL GEORGIA
DEPARTMENT OF PATHOLOGY AND LABORATORY MEDICINE
777 HEMLOCK STREET, MACON, GA 31201
0. EUGENE BATTLES, M.D. - MEDICAL DIRECTOR

Name: GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR Age: 41 years Sex: Male
Med. Rec. #: 098015571 Loc.:  [(b)(3) CPSA Section Room: EDOS
Acct. #: 0980155718329 Dr. 250 hn,

i ................... a1 l11! 2" e ] ‘[alzoos 4: 04:35 PM

CARDIAC MARKERS

11/24/2008 18:29:00 Troponin |;
Troponin | interpretative ranges: (ng/ml)

99th % for normal population: 0.0 - 0.05
Myocardial injury: >=0.10
Optimal ami cutoff: >/=0.50

11/24/2008 18:29:00 RINX:
CK-MB RELATIVE
NG/ML INDEX
(0-3.0) (0=2.1) Interpretation

Normal Normal Normal
NormalL Increased Nonspecific vs Normal
Increased Notmal or Not Calculated Indeterminate Myocardial vs Skeletal Origin

Increased Increased Probable Myocardial Origin

Note: Relative Index is not calculated if Total CPX is <80 U/L.

‘NAME:GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR ROOM: EDO8

[ MED. REC,.098015571

AL T e s |
= -

| LAB RESULT Page 4 of 4

06/01/2009 2:01PM (GMT-04:00)>
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Emergency Center Dictation GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR - 098015571
* Final Report *

Medical Center of Central Georgia

Result Type: Emergency Center Dictation

Result Date: November 24, 2008 6:08 PM

Result Siatus: Auth (Veritied)

Result Title; -

_EC :
: ; ion 25 : :
Performed By: (B)(3):CPSA Section 25(c) in November 24, B:54 PM

Encounter info: 0980155718329, MCCG, Emergency Roamn, 11/24/2008 - 11/24/2008
|

* Flnal Report* |

EC
EMERGENCY CENTER DICTATION

Docurnent Number: 2122693
Encounter Number: 980156718329 f

CHIEF COMPLAINT:

HISTORY OF PRESENT ILLNESS: The patient is a 40-year-old male who stprted
having some cramping in his hand and then started with cramping in his y
legs, later felt some cramping in his chest, sharp in nature, and it l

resolved, still having some cramps in the right leg. The patient is going
to nursing school.

FAMILY HISTORY: Per the patient there is coronary artery disease in his :
father. [
SOCIAL HISTORY: Does not smoke or drink. No drugs. !

REVIEW QF SYSTEMS: CONSTITUTIONAL: No fever or chills,. HEENT: Noisore

throat, no earache. CARDIOVASCULAR SYSTEM: Sharp pain in the chest. -
RESPIRATORY SYSTEM: No shortness of breath. GASTROINTESTINAL SYSTEM: No
abdominal pain. NEUROLOGIGC: No headeche, no syncope. PSYCHIATRIC HISTORY:
None, DERMATOLOGIC: No rash. MUSCULOSKELETAL: Cramping in all |
extremities.

ALLERGIES: NONE.

MEDICATIQONS: None.

PHYSICAL EXAMINATION: General appearance; The patient appears to be:
anxious, with reassurance started calming down. Vital Signg: Temperature

96.8, pulse 79, respirations 16, blood pressure 115/21, puise oximetry 100%
on room air normal saturation.

Printed by: Atkinson , Letrice Page 1 of 3
Printed on: 5/2B8/2009 3:54 PM (Continued)

NE F0vd 7DHONNDGO D.OAADM FOCOMT_Nnle . NN
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Operative Report GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR - 098015571
* Final Report *

Medical Center of Central Georgia

and 70-degree lens with completely cystoscopy. No mass, lesions or filling
defects. There are a couple of air bubbies noted on retrogrades but no
masses or significant stones.

OPERATIVE NOTE

The patient was taken back to the operative suite, placed in the supine
position, Once anesthesia was initiated, the patient was adeguately
sedated. He was then placed in lithotomy position, making sure to pad all
pressure points.

He was prepped and draped in standard surgical fashion.

We entered the ureteral meatus with a 2I-French rigid cystoscopa. A

penile urethra and prostatic urethra appeared without abnormalities.

Slightly high bladder neck but minimal prostatic hypertrophy. Entered the
bladder, visualized both ureteral orifices with clear effiux and did a

complete cystoscopy with both 30-degree and 70-degree lenses, appreciating
normal mucosa without any mass, lesions or stones.

We then performed retrograde pyeiogram with a cone-tip catheter. Retrograde
on the left side showed normal delicate ureter and collecting system. No
mass, lesion or stone. A few small air bubbles were noted on retrograde.

Then, we performed a retrograde on the right side again with the cone-tip
catheter injected with contrast. The distal was no mass, filling, no
hydronephrosis or hydroureter. The kidney itself showed a delicate system
with normal calices and normal collecting system. No abnormalities.

The patient's bladder was drained, We then placed the Uro-jet pre-urethra
and the patient tolerated it well.

(b}(3):CPSA
Report Dictated By: Section 25(c) ' M.D.
Dictator Status A -

GTESEBOMICALLY AUTHENTICATED BY:

Section 25(c) M.D. 09/30/2008 15:05

1 M.D.

'''''' FC/FC/OSI/000110257
D: 09/25/2008 1206 P T:09/25/2008 9:29 P
cc: Frank Casey, M.D.

Printed by: Atkinson , Letrice Page_2 of 3
Printed on: 5/28/2009 3:55 PM (Continued)

0670172009 2:01PM (GMT-0L:00)
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Operative Report GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR - 098015571

* Final Report *

Medical Center of Central Georgia

Completed A tion List:
* Perform by &) ., AD , Frank on September 25, 2008 12:06 PM
* Transcribe By UST-UNKNOWN, PERSONNEL on September 25, 2008 9:29 PM

Printed by: Atkinson | Letrice Page 3of 3
Printed on: 5/28/2009 3.65 PM : (End of Report)

0670172009 2:01PM (GMT-04:00)
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Surgery Retrograde Pyelogram GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR - 098015571

* Final Report *

Medical Center of Central Georgia

Result Type: Surgery Retrograde Pyelogram

Result Date: September 25, 2008 12:05 PM

Result Status: Auth (Verified)

Result Title: Q‘“‘é‘;;g;,@gé;g;‘@de Pyslogram

Performed By: 25(c) n September 25, 2008 1.53 PM

Verified By. pn September 25, 2008 2:29 PM

Encounter infa: 09801 55718254, MCCG, Outpatient Surgery, 9/25/2008 - 9/25/2008

* Final Report *
Reason For Exam
hematuria

Surgery Retrograde Pyelogram
History: Hematuria.

Retrograde pyelogram, 9/25/2008.

The preliminary film reveals no definite renal calcification. The film #1 reveals retrograde injection of contrast into the
left collecting system with a few filling defects seen in the proximal left ureter which may represent air bubbles, The
film labeled #3 reveals retrograde injection of contrast into the right collecting system with no definite filling defects
seen. There was a filling defect seen in the right renal pelvis on film #4 which is probably an air bubble. The study is
felt to be essentially negative.

Signed By: Hall MD, Lee H

Transcribed By: Campbell, Reiko

Comple()(3):CPS8A Section 25(c) |

*Order | September 25, 2008 11:42 AM

* Perfort n September 25, 2008 12:05 PM

*VERIF, september 25, 2008 2:29 PM

Printed by: Atkinson , Letrice Page 1 of 1
Printed on: 5/28/2009 3:55 PM (End of Report)

06/01/2009 2:01PM (GMT-04:00)
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THE MEDICAL. CENTER OF CENTRAL GEORGIA
DEPARTMENT OF PATHOLOGY AND LABORATORY MEDICINE
777 HEMLOCK STREET, MACON, GA 31201
0. EUGENE BATTLES, M.D. - MEDICAL DIRECTOR

Name: GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR Age: 41 years Sex: Maile
Med. Rec. # 098015571 Loc: JFTK Room:
Acct. #: 0980166718254 pr.;  |[O@:CPSASection 25 |

Printed; 5/28/2009 4:04:52 PM

COMPLETE BLOOD COUNT AND DIFFERENTIAL

Day -i
Date  09/23/2008
Time  10:45:00

Procedure Ref Range Units
WBC 3.57 [3.07-11.77]  K/mm3
RBC 4.7 [4.28-548] m/mm3
HGB 142 (12.9-16.9] gm%
HCT 422 {38.749.1] %
MCV 85.6 [81.1-98.4] - fL
MCH 30.1 [27.2-34.0] UuuG
MCHC 33.6 [32.2-35.9] %
RDW 13.0 [10.4-139] %
PLT 174 [129-355] K/mm3
MPV 8.5 [7.4-11.4] fL
Auto NRBC 0 %
Diff? Auto Diff
Auto PMN 53 [40-80] %
Auto Lymph 33 [15-40] %
Auto Mono I H [0-10] %
Auto Eos 3 [0-7] %
Auto Baso 0 [0-2] %

09/23/2008 10:45:00 CBC w/ Auto Diff:
Special Instructions: PreOp, DOS

GENERAL CHEMISTRY PANEL
Day -1
Date 9/23/2008
Time 10:45:00
Procedure Ref Range Units
NA 142 {135-145] mEq/L
K 4.1 [3.5-5.0] mEq/L
Chloride 105 [99-109] mEg/L
NAME.GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR ROOM;
MED REC: 088015571
ACCT #:0980155718254
DR.{(b)}(3):CPSA Section 25
)
{ LAB RESULTS Page 1 of 3

0670172009 2:01PM (GMT-04:00)
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THE MEDICAL CENTER OF CENTRAL GEORGIA
DEPARTMENT OF PATHOLOGY AND LABORATORY MEDICINE
777 HEMLOCK STREET, MACON, GA 31201
0. EUGENE BATTLES, M.D. - MEDICAL DIRECTOR

Name: GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR Age: 41 years Sex: Male
Med. Rec.#: 0980165671 SR — Room:
Acct. # 0980155718254 Dr: | ) CPSASection2s |

Printed: 5/28/2009 4:04:52 PM

GENERAL CHEMISTRY PANEL
Day -]
Date  9/23/2008
Time  10:45:00

Procedure Ref Range Units
co2 31 {22-32] mmol/L
AGAP 6 [3-11] mEq/L
Glucose Levei | 89 [70-99] mg/dL
BUN 14 [5-22] meg/dL
Creatinine 1.1 [0.5-1.4] mg/dL
Bun/Creat Ratio 12.7 [8.0-20.0} Ratio
GFR if African American >60
GFR if Non-African American | >60
Total Protein - Serum 7.0 [6.2-8.0] g/dL
Albumin - Serum 490 [3.5-5.0] g/dL
A/G Ratio 1.3 [1.2-3.1] Ratio
Calcium 9.2 [8.5-10.2] mg/dL
Corr Calcium I 920 [8.50-10.20] mg/dlL
Total Bilitubin 0.3 [0.2-1.3] mg/dL
Alk Phos 58 [30-112] Units/L
AST/GOT 30 [15-38] Units/L
ALT/GPT 22 [5-371 Units/L

09/23/2008 10:45:00 Glucose Level:
Normals are for fasting specimens.
The critical limit for outpatient specimens is <40 mg/dl,

09/23/2008 10:45:00 GFR if Non-African American:
GFR Normal Ranges (African Ametican and NonAfrican American).

AGE Average GFR Result ml/min/1.73m2
13 - 29yrs 116
30 - 39yrs 107
40 - 49 yrs 99
30 - 39 yrs 93
60 - 69 yrs 85
70 - 150 yrs 75

GFR is not calculated for ages less than 18 years,

NAME:GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR ROOM:

MED. REC.:088015571

ACCT #:0980155718254
DR.](D)(3).CFSA Section | 1
25(c) I
| LAB RESULT Page 2 of 3

0670172009 2:01PM (GMT-0L:00)
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THE MEDICAL CENTER OF CENTRAL GEORGIA
DEPARTMENT OF PATHOLOGY AND LABORATORY MEDICINE
777 HEMLOCK STREET, MACON, GA 31201
O. EUGENE BATTLES, M.D. — MEDICAL DIRECTOR

Name: GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR Age: 41 years Sex: Male
Med. Rec. #: 098015571 Loc.: JFTK Room:
Acct. #: 0880155713254 Dr.:  (D)3)CPSA Section 25(c) |

Printed: 5/28/2009 4:04:52 PM

GENERAL CHEMISTRY PANEL

09/23/2008 10:45:00 Corr Calcium:
Corrected Calcium is Total Calcium adjusted for the deviation of Albumin from Normal,
using the formula:

Corrected Calcium = Total Calcium + 0.8 (4.0 - Albumin).

09/23/2008 10:45:00 Chem ]4:
Special Instructions: (G) PreOp, DOS

NAME:GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR ROOM;
MED. REC.:088015571

ACCT #:0980155718254

[DR..()(3):CPSA [~ I

Qantinn 26/ s

| LAB RESULT Page 3 of 3

0670172000 2-01PM (GMT-0LL:00)
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Emergency Center Dictation GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR - 098015571

* Final Report *

Medical Center of Central Georgia

HEENT: Pupils are round and reactive to light, Nostrils, pharynx and TMs
normal.

NECK: Supple. Trachea in the midline. No jugular venous distention.
CHEST: Chest wall nontender.,

CARDIOVASCULAR SYSTEM: Regular heart sounds. No murmur. No gallop.
RESPIRATORY SYSTEM: Clear. No rales, no rhonchi. No wheezing.
ABDOMEN: Soft, nontender. No guarding. No rebound tenderness.
EXTREMITIES: No edema. No phiebitis. Distal pulses felt well.
NEUROLOGIC: Cranial nerves intact. Sensory and motor normal. Reflexes
hyperreflexic plantar withdrawal.

PSYCHIATRIC: Is oriented 1o place, person and time. No suicidal or
homicidal thoughts.

INTERPRETATIONS:

LABORATORY DATA: CPK 134, CK-MB is 2.0, troponin 0,02, WBC 4300, hemoglobin
14, hernatocrit 41, Urine sodium 143, potassium 3.5, glucose 113, BUN 40,

creatining 1.2, magnesiyvm 2.2, calcium 9.4,

ED COURSE/PROCEDURES: The patient i$ being observed in the emergency room,
administered IV fluids. The patient is being observed in the emergency
room, resting comfortable. The patient is asymptomatic.

DISPOSITION: Pending.
P S B

Report Dictated By: D.
Dictator Status A

ELECTRONICALLY AUTHENTICATED BY:

i(b)('S):CPSA Section 25(c) A.D. 12/08/2008 02:08
i nD.
KP/KP/MW /000420444
D: 11/24/2008 8:54 P T:11/25/2008 3.07 P
cc:
Complated Action List:
Printed by: Atkinson , Letrice Page.2 of 3
Printed on: 5/28/2009 3:54 PM (Continued)

0670172009 2:01PM (GMT-04:00)
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Exhibit H
Emergency Center Dictation

* Final Report *

Medical Center of Central Georgia

{(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)

GANTT

Page 13 of 15

PAGE 14

GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR - 098015571

_on November 24, 2008 8:54 PM

* Perform by

* Transcribe by MW -UNKNOWN, PERSONNEL on November 25, 2008 3:07 PM

Printed by Alkinson , Letrice
Printed on: 5/28/2009 3:54 PM

0670172009

Page 3 of 3
(End of Report)

2-01PM (GMT-0L4:00)
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Port Chest Routine GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR - 098015571

* Final Report *

Medical Center of Central Georgia

Result Type: Port Chest Routine

Result Date: November 24, 2008 9:02 PM

Result Status: Auth (Verified)

Result Title: _Chest Routine Port

Performed By: |(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c) pn November 25, 2008 8:44 AM

Verified By: w pn November 25, 2008 1:25 PM

Encounter info: 0980155718329, MCCQ, Emergency Room, 11/24/2008 - 11/24/2008

* Final Report *

Reason For Exam
Chest Pain

Port Chest
Portable chest

History: Chest pain

One view reveals the heart, great vessals, pulmonary vasculature and mediastinum are normal. The lungs are clear,
There are no significant osseous abnormalities.

IMPRESS|ON: Normal chest. .
J(b)(3) :CPSA Section 25(c) &

Signed By

\
Transcnbe
|

Completed Action List:

* Order by (b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c) n November 24, 2008 8:48 PM

* Perform 008 9:.02 PM

*VERIFY | vember 25, 2008 1:25 PM

Printed by: Atkinson , Letrice Page 1 pf 1
Printed on: 5/28/2009 3:54 PM (End of Report)

06701/2009 2:01PM (GMT-04:00)
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Operative Report GANTT, CHARLES LAMAR - 098015571

* Final Report *

Medical Center of Central Georgia

Result Type: Operative Report

Result Date: September 25, 2008 8:33 AM

Result Status: Auth (Verified)

Result Title:

Performed By: on September 25, 2008 12.06 PM

Encounter info: 0980156718264, MCCG, Qutpatient Surgery, 9/25/2008 - 9/25/2008
* Final Report *

opP

Document Number: 2089364
Encounter Number: 980155718254

PROCEDURE DATE: 09/25/2008

PREOPERATIVE DIAGNOSIS
Microscopic hematuria,

POSTOPERATIVE DIAGNQSIS
Microscopic hematuria.

PROCEDURE
Cystoscopy and retrograde pyslograms.

SURGEON
Dr. Frank Casey.

ANESTHESIA
GET.

INTRAVENOUS FLUIDS
Per Anesthesia.

ESTIMATED BLOOD LOSS
None.

COMPLICATIONS
Nonhe,

SPECIMENS
None.

FINDINGS
Normal pyelograms bilaterally, normal cystascopy with both 30-degree

Printed by: Atkinson , Letrice Page 1 0of 3
Printed on; 5/28/2009 3:55 PM (Continued)

06/01/2009 2:01PM (GMT-04:00)
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Exhibit K

Page 1of 1

U.5. CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION
NOTICE OF INSPECTION

1. DATE 3. FRUM {Aras Office ang Addram}

<-27-09 P Box 73357

T FIME
AM. Q (1S em

Nehﬂ\tﬂ, &-H 20971

A, NAME AND TITLE OF INDIVIDUAL

Ouly

8, FIRM NAME

ﬂome Depot—

AF'TL Uf‘lj;}*} Mﬂ'\‘gg{’ o

4.7

(=]

C. NUMBER ANO STREET ADORESS

LM:SS" pf@s:éeﬂ}yd pkwu

0. CITY, STATE AND ZIP CODE

| Macon _6pn 31204

Notice of [nspection is’ hereby given pursuant to:

¢ Flammable Fabrics Act {15 US.C. 1191 et seq.):

* Federal Trade Commission Act {13 US.C. 41 et seq. )

e Sections 16, 19 and 27 ot the Consumer Product Safety Act {15 U.S.C, 2065,

2068 and 2076)

Sectuion 7044a) of the Federal Food, Deug, and Cosmenc Act {21 U.8.€. 373{a)) [Authenty lor mspectivas

in conaection with the Poison Prevention Packaging Act of 197013 USC. 1477 ersew)) andion

»

Section 1 1(5) of the Federal Hazardous Substances Act xs Amended (15 U.5.C. 127000,

Refer 1o the back of this form for a giscussion of inspecucnal 2uthority 4ng (or pertinent statutory language.

6. PURPQOSES OF INSPECTION AND RATURY OF INFORMATION TD 8E DBTAINED ANO/OR COPIED

The purpose of this 1axpecrion s L0 cbtau isformeton, 1o review and obtain copies of wemns incleding but not
lirmited to records, ceports. books, documents, and labeling: and 10 obiain sunples, in order to erforce or de-
wermine compliance with the Acts administered by the Consumer Produet Safery Commission.

8. FREEDOM DF INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS

Those from whom information is requested should state whether aay of ihe information submitted i Believed
vo contain or felate o 3 trade secret or other matier which siwndd be considered by the Comnission i by
confidentiat and whether any of the information is telieved to be entitled 16 exemption from disclosure by the
Commission under the provisians of the Freedom of infocmation Act (15 U5 L8520, Any staterment sserting
diris claim of vonfidentiatity must be in writing, and any request {or exempuan of the mrormaanon jrom dis-
closure must be made in accordance with the Comuission's Freedom of Information Act regulatians. 16 CFR

Part 1013,

2. SIGNATURE (Authpnzsd CPSC Oftce!

i,
< e e

\“""““"’;,d"'f /

- y,

CPSGFTem 296 1978 ‘

CUALE SO RREREENT PRETING DEFICE

SRS L
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Exhibit L

Page 1 of 1

U.S. Consumer Product
Safety Commission

AUTHORIZATION FOR RELEASE OF NAME

Thank you for assisting us in collecting inforation on a potential product
satety problem. The Consumer Product Satety Commission depends on
concermned people to share product safety information with us. We mamtain 4
record of this mformation, and use it to assist us in idenufying and resolving
product safety concerns.

We routinely forward this mformation to manufacturers and private
labelers to inform them of the involvement of their product in an accident
sitpation. We also give the information to others requesting information aboul
specific products. Manufacturers need the wdividual’s name so that they can
obtatn additional information on the product or accident situation.

Would you please indicate on the bottom of this page whether vou will
allow us 10 disclose your name? If you request that your name remain
confidential, we will of course, honor that request.  After you have indicated
vour preference, please sign your name and date the document on the lines
provided.

[ request that you do not release my name. My identity is to remaim
confidential

pe— 4

You may release my name to the manufacturer but | request that
—— you do not release it to the general public.

v/ You may release my name to (he manufacturer and to the public.

CPRC Yarm 322


http:L_.�,..__.�

Print Form
090520CBB2638 |: Dkt
Exhibit M Page 1 of 3

090520CBB2638

Task No.

. May 19, 2009

Date:

STATUS OF MISSING DOCUMENT (S)

The official records were requested for this investigation
report but could not be obtained.

Medical Records

1.

2.

. June 3, 2009

2147
Date:

Investigator No:

CFIE 78

- - - 89
Regional office: Supervisor No:
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Exhibit M Page 2 of 3
U.S. CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION
ATLANTA FIELD OFFICE
P.O. BOX 72357
NEWNAN, GA 30271
Justin McDonough Tel: (770) 252-9602
Investigator Fax: (866) 689-7190

Email: jmcdonough@cpsc.gov

May 28, 2009

Macon Family Health Center
1051 Pio Nono Avenue
Macon, GA 31204

To whom it may concern,

The United States Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) is a Federal Agency
responsible for investigating deaths, injuries, and potential hazards associated with
consumer products. | am an investigator with the U.S. Consumer Product Safety
Commission in the Atlanta, Georgia, area.

Please see the attached medical records release form signed by Mrs. Adrianna Gantt.
The records for Mrs. Gantt from 2005 to the present are needed. The records can be
faxed to 866-689-7190, emailed to jmcdonough@cpsc.gov, or mailed to me at:

Justin McDonough

U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission
PO Box 72357

Newnan, GA 30271

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. | appreciate your
assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

ST

Justin McDonough
Product Safety Investigator

CPSC Hotline: 1-800-638-CPSC(2772) H CPSC's Web Site: hitp.//www.cpsc.gov
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APPENDIN VU7 AMEDICAL RECORDS DISCLOSURE FORM

LSO CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSTON

AVTHORIZATION FOR MEDICAL RECORDS IMSOCLOSURE
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USG Corporalion

Legal Departmant

550 West Adans Street
Chicago, 1L 42661-3676
312 436-4000

Fai: 312 672-7721

60 20cBR2658

August 13,2009  Foundedin 1902

Bvie-mail Istevenson(@cpsc. gov

Mr. Todd A. Stevenson

Director, Office of the Secretary
Consumer Product Safety Commission
4330 East West Highway

Bethesda, MD 20814-4408

Re: FOIA Requests 09-F-00427, 09-F-00495, 09-F-00512, and 09-F-00825:
Chinese Drywall Investigations

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

This letter is in response to your July 22, 2009 correspondence to United States Gypsum
Company regarding the above referenced FOIA requests. We have reviewed all the
documents enclosed with your letier, which include the FOIA requests and the CPSC
files that the commission is considering producing in response.

United States Gypsum Company has the following comments for your consideration:

1. First, we want to make clear that United States Gypsum Company has never
manufactured wallboard in China. Qur SHEETROCK® brand gypsuin drywall
has always becen manufactured in North America only. Therefore, we believe that
to the extent any CPSC documents mention wallboard made by U.S. Gypsum
Company, those documents are not responsive to FOIA requests that are
specifically directed at CPSC investigations into Chinese drywall.

Second, in more than 90 years of making wallboard, U.S. Gypsum Company has
not had complaints about is SHEETROCK® brand drywall similar to those being
made regarding Chinese wallboard.

Third, production of some of these documents by the CPSC in response to
Chinese wallboard inquiries would inaccurately and unfairly suggest to the public
that our company’s primary product, SHEETROCK® brand gypsum drywall,
may have been manufactured in China or that the CPSC believes our product may
cause problems similar to those that some Chincse wallboard apparently has
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caused. Neither is true, and nothing in the documents sent to us suggests
otherwise.

The following are brief comments on each of the six files that you sent to us for
review :

No, 090504CBB1656

No comment or objection.

No. 09054CBB1662

This investigation file relates to a homeowner who believes that his family has
developed numerous health conditions related to Chinese drywall in his home.
However, neither the homeowner nor the CPSC investigator was able to locate a
label on the drywall to confirm the drywall manufacturer. A letter in the file from
drywall supplier Seacoast Supply indicates that it did supply some drywall to the
home but that based on the delivery date the drywall delivered was manufactured
by U.S. Gypsum Company in the United States and is not Chinese-made drywall.

Because no Chinese drywall has been identified in the home, this investigation
file is not responsive to FOIA requests for “Chinese Drywall Files”. Further,
production of the file at this time — prior to a full inspection of all the wallboard in
the home and a full investigation into the health issues described by the
homeowners — would inaccurately and unfairly suggest to the public that that the
family’s health issues are related to U.S. Gypsum waliboard. There is no
evidence that this is true and the CPSC file does not reveal any reason to believe
that such a suggestion is true,

Therefore, U.S. Gypsum requests that this file not be produced or in the
alternative that any mention of our company be deleted.

No. 090505CBB1683

As with the previous lle, this file reports a homeowner complaint that various
health symptoms and copper blackening in his house are related te Chinese
drywall. Again, there has been no inspection of all of the drywall in the home to
confirm the presence of any Chinese material. The only drywall that has been
identified in the report is U.S. Gypsum SHEETROCK® brand drywall, which
was reportedly visible only in the attic and is not made in China. There is nothing
in the file to confirm the presence of any Chinese drywall in the home. We are
aware of other homes where Chinesc-madc ¥2"drywall was installed in the walls
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of home, and U.S. Gypsum or other 5/8” inch drywall was installed in the ceiling
or attic (5/8 inch wallboard typically is used on ceilings, while walls are typicaily
¥ inch board).

Production of this complaint file before a full inspection of all the wallboard in
the home and before a full investigation into the health issues described by the
homeowners, would inaccurately and unfairly suggest to the public that the
family’s health issues are related to U.S. Gypsum wallboard.

If any of this homeowner’s alleged problems are caused by wallboard in the
home, it is more likely that the problems are caused by undiscovered Chinese
wallboard than by U.S. Gypsum Company wallboard, which has never been
associated with the complaints being made regarding Chinese drywall.

U.S. Gypsum requests that this file not be produced or in the alternative that any
mention of our company be deleted.

No. 090505C1688

This investigation was initiated by a tenant who complained of health issues and
copper blackening in her rented home. The manufacturer of the drywall in the
home is not confirmed; however, the tenant believes her problems are related to
Chinese drywall. As with prior claims addressed herein, the only drywall that was
accessible and inspected was located in the attic of the home,

There has been no confirmation that any wallboard in the home was manufactured
in China and no investigation into what may be causing the tenant’s complaints.
Because there is only one unverified reference to U.S. Gypsum Company
wallboard in the file, production of these documents by the CPSC in response to
FOIA requests would unfairly and inaccurately suggest that U.S. Gypsum
wallboard may be a part of the tenant’s problems — and there is nothing either in
the file or outside the file to support that suggestion.

U.S. Gypsum requests that this file not be produced or in the alternative that any
mention of our company be deleted.

No. 090520CBB2638

This file relates to an investigation into a homeowner complaint of health
symptoms and electrical component failures that the homeowner believes might
be related to Chinese drywall. The CPSC investigator found no evidence of
Chinesc drywall - although he did obtain information (a purchase receipt
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produced by the homeowner) that suggests that some of the drywall in the house
was manufactured by two U.S. companies — United States Gypsum and Georgia
Pacific. However, there was no visual confirmation that the wallboard in the home
was in fact manufactured by the two companies. The investigator did not notice
any unusual smell in the home and found no visible blackening of copper wire or
other metal surfaces — the symptoms frequently reported in homes with the
Chinese drywall problems.

There is no evidence of Chinese drywall in the home, the CPSC investigator did
not observe any unusual smell or copper blackening, and there is no evidence that
the wallboard in the home is causing any problems whatsoever. Therefore, this
report is not responsive to the FOIA request. Production of these material in
response to the pending FOIA requests may inaccurately suggest that the
homeowner’s reported problems are related to the presence of wallboard
manufactured by two U.S. manufacturers, and there is nothing to support that
conclusion..

U.S. Gypsum requests that this file not be produced or in the alternative that any
mention of our company be deleted.
No. 090504CBB35535
No comment or objection,
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the CPSC response to these FOIA

requests. We appreciate your consideration of our comments and concerns. Please feel
free to call me if you have any questions or require further information. (312-436-4006)

Very truly yours,

JO;m A. Donahue

Senior Corporate Counsel
Telephone: (312) 436-4006

JAD/cw
1172623
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This investigation was based on a Consumer Incident Report (Document # 10940364A) that reported
health issues to the two residents possibly caused by drywall building materials fully identified below
under the product Information caption. The information in this report was obtained from an on-site visit
and interview of the Complainant on 05/07/2009. Additional information was obtained from a personal
visit and interview on 05/22/2009 of the Store Manager of the National Home Improvement Store
identified as where the drywall was purchased.

Complainant is a 47 year old female who indicated that she is not taking any medications or had any
medical conditions described below prior to June/July 2008. The other resident is a 52 year old male
who also indicated he is not taking any medications or had any medical conditions described below prior
to Jun/July 2008. Both stated they live a healthy lifestyle and do not take any medications. There are no
other persons living in this home. Complainant disclosed that because of the extreme heat in the region
and not having air conditioning in the building they usually lived in the building from approximately
September/October to about April/May. She stated that in the summer of 2008 they lived in their
camper while they built additions to the building.

The residence where this on-site investigation was conducted is a steel building approximately 50 feet
by 75 feet that was built by the Complainant and her Spouse. Complainant stated that they built this
home themselves because of the extreme remote location of the property. Complainant said the
building was completed in about 2003 and was used as both a residence and art studio. She related that
all of the art supplies and material are stored at the east end of the building and the west side is used as
the living quarters. Both related that the there is no carpeting in the building and the added rooms and
storage area are the only places in the building that any drywall has been used. The remainder of the
interior of the building is the metal beams and exterior walls. They related that the only wood structure
in the building is the frame work for the additions they added with the drywall. They stated the ground
floor is bare concrete. Complainants Spouse also related he installed all of the electrical wiring in the
building himself. He also indicated that the building is powered by solar cells he installed himself. The
batteries use to power the residence are located in a room adjacent to the main building. Complainants
Spouse also disclosed that the only non-electrical appliance in the home is a propane stove with the fuel
tank being located outside of the building.

Complainant reported that in about May 2008 they purchased approximately 110 sheets of 12 foot by
four foot by one half inch drywall at the Home Improvement Store closest to their residence to build a
bedroom and enclosed office. She indicated they paid approximately $1,000.00 for the drywall.
Complainant said that they finished the project in June/July 2008. She also related they used an
environmentally friendly paint (also identified below) to finish the bedroom. The enclosed office was not
painted due to the health problems that started appearing a few months later.

Complainant stated that in June/July 2008 they left the residence for about two months due to the
extreme heat. She stated that when they returned to the residence they began sleeping in the bedroom
on a nightly basis and using the office regularly. She said that about shortly after returning in about Sept
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2008 both she and her Spouse began noticing a slight smell of rotten eggs and they both began to getill.
Complainant said she began having trouble sleeping, developed almost daily headaches, a soreness that
she felt behind her eyes, and her voice began getting hoarse. Her Spouse stated he began getting a
bloody nose on weekly basis, constant headaches, watery eyes, and felt run down on a daily basis.

Complainant said that the above describe symptoms slowly developed over a one to two week period.
She stated that after researching on the internet and hearing about the possibly toxic drywall being
found they decided to live in their camper to see if the symptoms would go away. Complainant
commented that one week after living in the camper the symptoms for both of them went away. She
indicated that within five to ten days after moving back into the building the symptoms returned.
Complainant stated they have since move back into the camper and the symptoms have not returned.

Complainant related that for a short time they had the camper parked immediately next to the exterior
wall where the rooms had been built and occasionally she would still smell the rotten egg odor. Both
Complainant and her spouse reported that the smell seemed to be stronger late at night and early in the
morning when the humidity was higher. They indicated that when they opened the two large sliding
doors located on the South and North ends of the building to allow the warm air into the building the
smell would not be as strong or even non- existent.

Complainant indicated that because neither have medical insurance have not sought medical treatment
for the symptoms described above. Complainants Spouse said that after reading about the possible
electrical problems reported on the internet with the drywall issue, he turned off the power to the room
additions. During this on-site interview the electrical outlets both in the room additions and the rest of
the home were examined by this investigator and Complainants Spouse. No corrosion was noted on any
of the wiring. Complainants Spouse disclosed that when he was using the office addition he noticed his
laptop computer would flicker but he attributed that to the batteries from his solar power system going
flat. He said that when they were sleeping in the bedroom addition they never noticed any flickering
lights in the bedroom.

Both individuals confirmed that neither have noticed any pitting or corrosion on jewelry or metal trim in
the home. Complainant said that they contacted the local health department and were told they were
unaware of any health issues related to installed drywall. They also said that their closest neighbors are
approximately two miles away and they have no contact with them. Complainant said the homes in this
area have been built at different times and none were built by the same builder. Complainant said they
have contacted the National Home Improvement Store where they purchased the drywall and were told
that they are unaware of safety issues with any of the drywall they sell. She said that for now they
intend on staying out of the building as much as possible. As for long term plans, they both said that
they don’t know what to do since they cannot afford to remove and replace they drywall in the building.

On 5/22/2009 the Store Manager of the National Home Improvement Store where the drywall was
purchased was interviewed. He indicated he had talked to Complainant about her problem and had
telephonically contacted the corporate office. He stated he was told that they were aware of several
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consumer complaints about the drywall identified below. He said he was told the matter was researched
and that drywall used by Complainant was considered to be safe. The Store Manager further said that
drywall he sells in his store is usually purchased for him by a company merchandiser located in North
Carolina. The Manager also stated he is unaware of any other customers complaining about the drywall
sold at his store. At the time of this visit this store did not carry any of the drywall brand involved in this
consumer incident report.

Telephonic contact with the Lead Merchandiser for the National Home Improvement Store branch
where the involved drywall was purchased disclosed that she has been in contact with five
manufacturers who provide drywall to this retailer. She provided letters she received from the
manufacturers indicated they do not sell imported drywall (see attachment #5). She related that she
buys directly from these manufacturers and is aware of the ongoing investigations involving various
types of drywall.

PRODUCT IDENTIFICATOIN

The drywall involved in this consumer complaint is the Grid MarX model manufactured by!zf)»(?)‘fiif“ B
(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) -

~TNAIVIAUaT SHeeTs Measure T2 TeeT (L] A & TEET (W] X 72 TNCh [ T] ana are a grayrshy wnite in coro*r:"“rn‘“e'onl{/
markings that were legible on the drywall located in Complainants residence were the following:
{b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)

The type ot paint used in Complainants bedroom was identitied as| " l No other
identifying information about the paint was available. . ‘
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ATTACHMENTS
1. Authorization to Release Name (1 page)
2. Natice of Inspection (1 page)
3. Digital Photographs (7 frames) (4 pages)
4, Building Diagram (1 page)

5. Manufacturer Letters (5 pages)
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U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission
Las Vegas Office
420 N. Nellis Bivd., A-3, PMB 132
Las Vegas, NV 89110

AUTHORIZATION FOR RELEASE OF NAME

Thank you for assisting us in collecting information on a potential product safety
problem. The Consumer Product Safety Commission depends on concerned people to share
product safety information with us. We maintain a record of this information, and use it to
assist us in identifying and resolving product safety concerns.

We routinely forward this information to manufacturers and private labelers to inform
them of the involvement of their product in an accident situation. We also give the
information to others requesting information about specific products. Manufacturers need
the individual’s name so that they can obtain additional information on the product or
accident situation.

Would you please indicate on the bottom of this page whether you will allow us to
disclose your name? If you request that your name remain confidential, we will of course,
honor that request. After you have indicated your preference, please sign your name and
date the document on the lines provided.

>( I request that you do not release my name. My identity is to remain confidential.

You may release my name to the manufacturer but I request that you do not

release it to the general public.

You may release my name to the manufacturer and to the public.

é(b)(B):CPSA Section 25(c) ‘
| | 5709
| | (Date)

CPSC Form 322
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Notice of Inspection is hereby given pursuant to:

Section 5(a) of the Flammable Fabrics Act (15 US.C. § 1194(a));
Sections 6(a), 9, and 10 of the Federal Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. §§ 46(a), 49, and 50);

Sections 16, 19, and 27 of the Consumer Product Safety Act (15 US.C. §§ 2065, 2068, and 2076)

Sections 301(e) and (f) and Section 704(a) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 US.C. §§
331(e) and () and 374(a)) [Authority for inspections in connection with the Poison Prevention Packaging
Actof 1970 15 US.C. § 1471 et seq.)); and/or

Sections 4{e), 11(b), and 12 of the Federal Hazardous Substances Act as Amended (15 US.C. §§ 1263(e),
1270(b), and 1271).

the back of this form for pertinent statutory language.

5. PURPOSES OF INSPECTION AND NATURE OF INFORMATION TO BE OBTAINED AND/OR COPIED

The purpose of this inspection is to obtain information; to review and obtain copies of items including,
but not limited to, records (including electronic records), reports, books, documents, and labeling; and to
obtain samples, in order to enforce or determine compliance with the Acts administered by the
Consumer Product Safety Commission.

from

6. FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS

Those from whom information is requested should state whether any of the information submitted is
believed to contain or relate to a trade secret or other matter which should be considered by the
Commission to be confidential and whether any of the information is believed to be entitled to exemption

disclosure by the Commission under the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act (5 US.C.

§ 552). Any statement asserting this claim of confidentiality must be in writing, and any request for
exemption of the information from disclosure must be made in accordance with the Commission’s
Freedom of Information Act regulations, 16 CFR Part 1015.

. SIGN ATURE (. f\uthjy CPSL Official)

/..' /’ . e P
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Photo 1 of 7-
Interior photograph
of room built by the

_______ Complainant usina.

b)(3).CPSA Section 6(b)

drywall. Building
and rooms were
constructed by the
Complainant and
her partner. Full
length sheets were
1/2in.(T) X 12 ft. (L
X 4 ft. (W).

Photo 2 of 7- Art
supply storage
room built by
Complainant and
her partner using

(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b)

drywall.
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Photo 3 of 7-
Exterior view of

_|metal building built

by complainant
and her partner.
Building is used
as an art studio
and residence.
Rooms shown
above are located
behind the wall
behind the
automobile.

Photo 4 of 7-
Interior view of
second story room
used as a
bedroom. The
paint is this room

| |was described as

environmentally
safe paint by
Complainant.
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Photo 6 of 7-
Marking legible on
the edge of the
drywall used in the
room construction.
Marking show a
barcode and

Inymher :
{b)(3).CPSA Section 6(b) ’
|
\

== W(5)(3).CPSA Section 6(b)

numbers ((2) per
and (2) por).

Photo 7 of 7-
Marking legible
on the edge of
the drywall used
in the room
construction.
Marking show a

(b)(3):CPSA Section 6 |
(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) (b) ‘
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M\ AMERICAN

GYPSUM

March 17, 2009

Subject; American Gypsum Wallboard

To Whom it May Concern;

Wallboard manufactured and sold by American Gypsum comes from our own plants located
in;

Gypsum, GO

Albuguerque, NM

Bernalilio, NM

Duke, OK

Georgetown, SC

® e e

American Gypsum has never handled or re-marketed gypsum wallboard from any foreign
manufacture or source.

Regards,

{

Bob EK

Technical Service Manager
1-B00-545-8302 ext. 5607
WWWAINENCaNUYHSUm.Com
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Ush

initad Binier Gypwan Sosagary

To Qur Valued Customers:

In recent weeks there have been a number of reports of problems related to Chinese-made
wallboard that was imported into the United States in the 2005-2006 time frame.  We wanted 1o
take this opportunity to reaffirm USG’s unwavering commitment to product quality and safety.
Specifically, we would ike you to know:

¢ Al of United States Gypsum Company’s gypsum wallboard is and
always has been manufactured exclusively in North America.

* LUnited States Gypsum Company’s gypsum wallboard is manufactured
and sold exclusively under the brand name SHEETROCK.

¢ L'SG-manufactured products are not involved in any of the complaints
related to Chinese wallboard; we have never received complaints of this
nature in more than 90 years of making wallboard.

The wallboard involved in the complaints and lawsuits was apparently made in China and sold in
the U.S. ta 2005 and 2006. One of the manufacturers is apparently Knauf Plasterboard (Tianjin)
Co. Lud., a Chinese wallboard manufacturer. The Knauf waliboard is labeled with the Knauf
Tranyin company name. Questions about Chinese wallboard can be directed to Knauf (Tianjin)
representatives in the U.S. at the offices of Everett Clay and Associates at (305)-261-6222.

We value your business and our relationship with you. If you have any questions pertaining to
any USG products, please contact me directly.

Sincerely. /
/1[:_
JI R 4«\/
Farced A. Khan
President, USG Building Systems
(312)436-4165
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LAFARGE

GYPSUM

March 9, 2009

To Whom [t May Concern:

Subject: Lafarge Gypsum Board Products

Lafarge’s gypsum board products are manufactured in North America in
conformity with all ASTM and UL specifications. Lafarge identifies the origin of

production on the back of each board it manufactures.

Lafarge has never imported, repackaged or sold Chinese produced drywall into
the North American market.

For more information about gypsum board, please visit the industry association’s
website at wyvw gypsuniorg.

If you require additional information or clarification about Lafarge’s products,
please contact our Technical Services Department at 703-480-3813.

Sincerely,

Brad Wing,
Technical Manager - Marketing

LAFARGE NORTH AMERICA INC.

12950 Worldgate Drive, Suite 400, Herndon, VA 20170

Office: (703) 480-3800 Fax: (703) 796-9514

Web: www lafargenorthamerica com Pereed on Recyeicd Dme
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|(b)(3).CPSA Section 25(c)

interviewed in person 5/7/2009

Complainant-

(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)

Complainant’s Spouse-

-
{
|

Qg;;CPSA Jterviewed in person 5/7/2009

outh, Lake Havasu City, AZ 86403, Tel: ]

South, Lake Havasu City, AZ 86403, T

{b)(3):CPSA Section
25(c)

National Home Improvement Store- Lowe’s Home Improvement, 4000 highway 95N, Lake Havasu City,

AZ 86404, Visited in person 05/22/2009

Store Manager- Rob Silguero, Lowe’s Home Improvement, 4000 highway 95N, Lake Havasu City, AZ

86404, interviewed in person 05/22/2009

Lead Merchandiser- Paula Bunton, Lowes, 1000 Lowes Blvd., Mooresville, NC, 28115, Tel: 704-758-2947,

contacted via telephone 05/27/2009
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§(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c) !
Name =| \
Address| |
City = Lake Havasu "
State = Arizona
Zip = 86403
Email =§(b)(3)

:CPSA Section 25(c)

Victim's Address =
Victim's City =
Victim's State =
Victim's Zip =
Victim's Telephone =

incident Description = May 8, 2008 Purchased 110 sheets of Dry Wall from LoweA¢4,-4,¢s Lake Havasu City AZ
My partner, Ray, who owns the building where we installed the Dry Wall and | are self home builders. We built
four rooms using this Dry Wall. We were both involved in the handling cutting and installing of the Dry Wall. We
moved into one room to sleep and within two months we were experiencing headaches, extreme sinus problems,
bloody nose (Ray got almost everyday night during this time), shortness of breath when laying down to sleep,
insomnia, hoarse voice like the beginning stages of laryngitis (although Jane did not have a cold) and lung
irritation. Basically during the three and a half months sleeping in this room our health began to drastically
deteriorate. At three in the morning one morning Jane said: we have to leave this room NOW! We moved out of
this room...and could not figure out what was the problem. Jane kept smelling this stinky garbage type smell (Ray
could not smell anything because he his nose was so congested) and could not find where it was coming from but
she did smell it more strongly if she put her nose up to the wall. This rotten smell had permeated our sheets
blankets so much that we had to wash everything that had been in that room during this time. We thought that
there might be something toxic coming from the paint, so we spent the next three months in our free time, peeling
off the paint f“}ﬂ’f%‘* walls in this rnom. Thenwe,_rn?ainted the walls with a green environmentally healthy No
VOC paint fron o ooronsive . ___IInthe meantime, we slept in our camper and noticed that
within a week we could fall asleep easily and Ray's severe congestion bloody nose subsided and my lungs felt
better. Although we had been using one of the Computer Rooms everyday 10am to 7 pm during this entire time,
we still had a headache at the end of the day. Anyway...We moved back to sleep in this room. Twenty days later,
thoroughly exhausted from lack of sleep, headaches, congestion, lung irritation and overall fatigue we moved out
of the room again. Just before we moved out of the room | noticed that my vision was blurry both far away and
close up, which | thought was very strange since | have very good eyesight, | do not wear glasses or have ever
worn glasses. Again our health was deteriorating since we had slept in this room, so, we stopped sleeping in that
room. At first we were just concerned about the Bedroom. What could the problem be ? we thought, A¢a, A" It
couldn't be something in our insulation because we had purposely gone out of our way to find an insulation that
had no formaldehyde and no toxins in it. Nevertheless, we decided that we would send our insulation to a lab to
have it tested. In the process of looking for a lab to test our Insulation, a man from one of the labs called us. He
asked us what the situation was, we told him. and he said that he highly doubts that the problem was in our
insulation. but instead he thought it would be in our Dry Wall. Then he told us about Toxic Dry Wall and to look it
up online. We did...and found out the symptoms such as frequent burn out of light bulbs and electronic problems
such as our new computer was having mini black outs that we could not figure out why...and the health problems
people were having were just like ours ! interestingly enough, because we are busy people and home builders,
we only putty and painted one room: the room that we were going to and did sieep in. The other three rooms still
ha}’é‘}(&’)’«%ﬁé‘)\“s&%%’g&ﬁ' un and there is still the Bar Code and Skew # completely visible...and what is left of half of
the ’ 0go. In our research we oaflengle&and they said that their Dry Wall manufacturers
never imported any Dry Wall. And, we also read that &l -co 5 that they did not import any Dry Wall. But we
feel and intuitively know that thig(B)(3):CPSA Section jryl, c,,r wiprseeaalie ds giving off a toxin. Therefore, when
everyone is in an uproar about Chinese Toxic Dry Wall, forg(sgén)dn 6(b) jjst say, we did not import any Dry Wali is
like the Fox getting the Hunter to start chasing after a bird. We are becoming frustrated, disappointed, angry and
depressed just thinking about the terrible mess that this Toxic Dry Wall has made and continues to make in our
lives. Basically our whole life and our health is being destroyed because of this Toxic Dry Wall. And we really
have no where to turn to. If we tear down the Toxic Dry Wall we will not be able to prove that toxic fumes are
being emitted from the Dry Wall. Yet we cannot use the space until we tear down the Toxic Dry Wall. In addition,
we cannot tear down the Dry Wall and replace it because we do not have the health energy to do so. Also, we
used our allocated savings for building the rooms but do not have any extra funds for tearing down the walls and
re-Sheet Rocking them. We cannot hire anyone to tear the Toxic Dry Wall out because we would be liable for
jeopardizing the health of the people who tear down these toxic walls. AndA¢a,~A! because of the Toxic Dry Wall,
it would be difficult if not impossible to seil our place and move out. Housing prices are extremely low already and
if we add the Toxic Dry Wall into this, we will not be able to sell our property at a fair our reasonable price.
Basically we are stuck here with this Toxic Dry Wall that is deteriorating our health and contaminating our
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When we learned via the internet that they have found Toxic Dry Wall in Arizona and we realized that we have
been exposed to Toxic Dry Wall, we immediately called our Local & State Public Health & Building Departments
to see if they had any information on this or if there had been a warning issued to Arizona home owners regarding
"Toxic Dry Wall". Every Department we called seemed to know nothing about "Toxic Dry Wall"

Wouldn't you think that the State Government would be on top of this and extremely concerned about the people
of their State being exposed to these toxins. The vapors given off by the "Toxic Dry Wall" are similar to Carbon
Monoxide, where all of the oxygen in the room can be absorbed, thus asphyxiating the occupants of an enclosed
room with this Toxic Dry Wall on the wall. Plus, there is q question as to whether or not this Dry Wall is emitting
"radioactive waves" as they have found "fly ash from Power Plants" in some of the Toxic Dry Wall they have
tested. There is nowhere to turn for the many unanswered questions we have. Therefore we turn to our State &
Local Government to protect us. We and homeowners throughout Arizona need our State & Local Government to
be able to tell us:

How dangerous is it for us to be in a room with this &€ceToxic Dry Walla€L ?

Is this a€ceToxic Dry Wall&€l. Radioactive?
In doing our researcihswe....read an article on the internet stating that Labs in Florida found fly ash residue from
Power Plants in the E(:s):'cese bry Wall. Are the Power Plants they are referring to Nuclear Power Plants?

How dangerous is it to be outside of a room built with the Toxic Dry Wall but still within range of it? For example
if you have an older home with a new addition built with this Toxic Dry Wall.

How far away should we move from ita€|?

If we take down the Dry Wall, (a huge mess) how dangerous is it for us to do so?
Where do we find the financial means to take this Toxic Dry Wall out of our place?
Where do we dispose of the Toxic Dry Wall ?

Do we need to replace all of the wiring in these rooms to prevent a fire hazard?
Wil the wiring in this room become a fire hazard if we do not change it?

Will we have to throw away all of our insulation ?
(ie: have these toxic gases contaminated our insulation?)

Where can we go to find Doctors who understand the Health Issues dealing with exposure to Toxic Dry Wall ?

What can we do as subjects of exposure to Toxic Dry Wall now to help us prevent further damage to our health ?
(ie: take any herbs/medicines that rid the body of heavy metals, accumulated in the body due to exposure to
these toxic gases)

Who is responsible for this Toxic Dry Wall ?

What are the type of/names of the tests needed to be done in order to prove that we have Toxic Dry Wall?
...and what companies are able to do these tests?

What is our County, State and Federal Government doing about this Toxic Dry Wall ?

Please help us to find the answers to these questions now.

Victim's age at time of incident =
Victim's sex =

Date of incident = May 2008 to Present
Product involved (b)(3):CPSA {rand) Dry Wall purchased at Lowe's Lake Havasu, AZ
Product brand namé/manufacturer = National

Manufacturer street address = unknown

Place where manufactured (City and State or Country) = unknown
Product model and serial number, manufacture date = Bar Code & 4
wall label)

Product damaged, repaired or modified = yes

(b)(3)'CPSA Section 6(b)

2 4 (#on installed dry
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If yes, before or after the incident = before

Description of damage, repair or modification = TOXIC
Date product purchased = may 8, 2008

Product involved still available = yes

Have you contacted the manufacturer = no

If not, do you plan to contact them = yes

Name Release = Do not release name

04/15/2009
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If you have any changes, additions, or comments you wish to
make concerning your attached report, please make them in the space

below. Tris Appress 1s my maiine Abpness s wer
Vs B piNC WHERE T DRY WAL (S GN-THE WALLS.
[ Am wittive Tris on BEUATE OF MYSELE AN
MY PANTNEAR R Wro SiwnsS THE [PIE Aprsr: WHERE
THE DAY Ludtt WAS tASTALLE 6.

| confirm that the information in the attached report (including any

changes, additions, or comments | have made) is accurate to the best
of my knowledge and belief,

(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)
. §-5-09
__..‘4_ ’
Sig Date
: Zii | request that you do not release my name.

— You may release my name to the manufacturer but | request that
.| you not release it to the general public.

i ; You may release my name to the manufacturer and to the public.
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August 4, 2009

VIA FAX, FEDERAL EXPRESS AND E-MAIL

Mr. Todd A. Stevenson

Director

Office of the Secretary

Division of Information Management

Office of Information and Technology Services
United States Consumer Product Safety Commission
4330 East West Highway

Bethesda, Maryland 20814-4408
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Re:  FOIA Requests 09-F-00427, 09-F-00495, 09-F-00512 and 09-F-00825: Chinese
Drywall, Gypsum Board, Wallboard, Plasterboard or Sheetrock/Complaints,
Reported Incidents, Investigations of Incidents and Commission Investigation
Records

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

This letter shall serve as American Gypsum Company's response to your letter dated July
22, 2009 to the President of American Gypsum. In that letter you stated that the United States
Consumer Product Safety Commission (the "Commission") has identified certain records
(enclosed with your letter) about American Gypsum's products as responsive to Freedom of
Information Act ("FOIA") requests sent to the Commission. In addition to the FOIA requests,
your letter also contained materials relating to two (2) consumer complaints. We have reviewed
the information and submit the following comments:

Complaint #090504CBB1657

First, American Gypsum Company manufactures all of its wallboard in the United States.
American Gypsum has not imported, relabeled or rebranded any wallboard from China or any
where else outside the United States.

With respect to the substance of the complaint, we believe it is important to note that this
incident report seems to indicate that Chinese wallboard in conjunction with U.S. manufactured
wallboard was used in the development in which the home is located. In particular, the text of
the complaint describes a statement from the chairman of the housing development's ad hoc
homeowner's committee that up to 25% of the homes in that development have had to replace

3811 Turtle Creek Bivd. #1200 | Oallas, Texss 76219 | roct FRee 800.645.8302 | www.americangypsum.com



Mr. Todd A. Stevenson

United States Consumer Product Safety Commission
August 4, 2009

Page 2

wallboard was installed in the attic of the consumer’s home, it is important to note that during the
2004-2006 time frame, when wallboard was in short supply, it was not unusual for distributors to
stock homes with multiple brands of wallboard. In other words, it is possible for a home to have
both Chinese wallboard in some areas and U.S. wallboard (like American Gypsum wallboard) in
others. However, it appears that the consumer has not performed a thorough inspection of the
other areas of the consumer's home to determine the source of wallboard throughout the home.

Complaint #090504CBB3555

We have no comment on this complaint as it involves wallboard manufactured by
[(6)(3):-CPSA Section 6(6)

David B. Powers
President

L:\Graasst AGC\200NCSPC Stevenson (2).doc
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USG Corporalion

Legal Department

550 West Adams Steet
Chirage, il. 63861-3676
312.436-1000

fax 312 672-7/21

August 13,2009  foueded n 1902

By e-mail_tstevenson(@cpsc.gov

Mr. Todd A. Stevenson

Director, Office of the Secretary
Consumer Product Safety Commission
4330 East West Highway

Bethesda, MD 20814-4408

Re: FOIA Requests 09-F-00427, 09-F-0049S, 09-F-00512, and 09-F-00825:
Chinese Drywall Investigations

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

This letter is in response to your July 22, 2009 correspondence to United States Gypsum
Company regarding the above referenced FOJA requests. We have reviewed all the
documents enclosed with your letter, which include the FOIA requests and the CPSC
files that the commission is considcring producing in response.

United States Gypsum Company has the following comments for your consideration:

1.

First, we want to make clear that United States Gypsum Company has never
manufactured wallboard in China. Our SHEETROCK® brand gypsum drywail
has always been manufactured in North America only. Therefore, we believe that
to the extent any CPSC documents mention wallboard made by U.S. Gypsum
Company, those documents are not responsive to FOIA requests that are
specifically directed at CPSC investigations into Chinese drywall.

Second, in more than 90 years of making wallboard, U.S. Gypsum Company has
not had complaints about is SHEETROCK® brand drywall similar to those being
ntade regarding Chinese wallboard.

Third, production of some of these documents by the CPSC in response to
Chinese wallboard inquiries would inaccurately and unfairly suggest to the public
that our company’s primary product, SHEETROQCK® brand gypsum drywall,
may have been manufactured in China or that the CPSC believes our product inay
cause problems sitnilar to those that some Chinese wallboard apparently has
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caused. Neither is true, and nothing in the documents sent to us suggests
otherwise.

The following are brief comments on each of the six files that you sent to us for
review !

No, 090504CBB16356

No comment or objection.

No. 09054CBB1662

This investigation file relates to a homeowner who believes that his family has
developed numerous health conditions related to Chinese drywall in his home.
However, neither the homeowner nor the CPSC investigalor was able to locate a
label on the drywall to confirm the drywall manufacturer. A letter in the file from
drywall supplier Seacoast Supply indicates that it did supply some drywall to the
home but that based on the delivery date the drywall delivered was manufactured
by U.S. Gypsum Company in the United States and 1s not Chinese-made drywall,

Because no Chinese drywall has been identified in the home, this investigation
file is not responsive to FOIA requests for “Chinese Drywall Files”. Further,
production of the file at this time ~ prior to a full inspection of all the wallboard in
the home and a full investigation into the health issues described by the
homeowners — would inaccurately and unfairly suggest to the public that that the
family’s health issues are related to U.S. Gypsum wallboard. There is no
evidence that this is true and the CPSC file does not reveal any reason to believe
that such a suggestion is true.

Therefore, U.S. Gypsum requests that this file not be produced or in the
alternative that any mention of our company be deleted.

No. 090505CBB1683

As with {he previous file, this file reports a homeowner complaint that various
health symptoms and copper blackening in his house are related to Chinese
drywall. Again, there has been no inspection of all of the drywall in the home to
confirm the presence of any Chinese material. The only drywall that has been
identified in the report is U.S. Gypsum SHEETROCK® brand drywall, which
was repottedly visible only in the attic and is not made in China. There is nothing
in the file to confirm the presence of any Chinese drywall in the home. We are
aware of other homes where Chinese-made ¥4”drywall was installed in the walls
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of home, and U.S. Gypsum or other 5/8” inch drywall was installed in the ceiling
or attic (5/8 inch wallboard typically is used on ceilings, while walls are typically
Y inch board).

Production of this complaint file before a full inspection of all the wallboard in
the home and before a full investigation into the health issues described by the
homeowners, would inaccurately and unfairly suggest to the public that the
family’s health issues are related to U.S. Gypsum wallboard.

If any of this homeowner’s alleged problems are caused by wallboard in the
home, it is more likely that the problems are caused by undiscovered Chinese
wallboard than by U.S. Gypsum Company wallboard, which has never been
associated with the complaints being made regarding Chinese drywall.

U.S. Gypsum requests that this file not be produced or in the alternative that any
mention of our company be deleted.

No. 090505C1688

This investigation was initiated by a tenant who complained of health issues and
copper blackening in her rented home. The manufacturer of the drywall in the
home is not confirmed; however, the tenant believes her problems are related to
Chinese drywall. As with prior claims addressed herein, the only drywall that was
accessible and inspected was located in the attic of the home.

There has been no confirmation that any wallboard in the home was manufactured
in China and no investigation into what may be causing the tenant’s complaints.
Because there is only one unverified reference to U.S. Gypswin Company
wallboard in the file, production of these documents by the CPSC in response to
FOIA requests would unfairly and inaccurately suggest that U.S. Gypsum
wallboard may be a part of the tenant’s problems — and there is nothing either in
the file or outside the file to support that suggestion,

U.S. Gypsum requests that this file not be produced or in the alternative that any
mention of our company be deleted.

No. 090520CBB2638

This file relates to an investigation into a homeowner complaint of heaith
symptoms and electrical component failures that the homeowner believes might
be related to Chinese drywall. The CPSC investigator found no evidence of
Chinesc drywall - although he did obtain information (a purchase receipt
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produced by the homeowner) that suggests that some of the drywall in the house
was manufactured by two U.S. companies — United States Gypsum and Georgia
Pacific. However, there was no visual confirmation that the wallboard in the home
was in fact manufactured by the two companies. The investigator did not notice
any unusual smell in the home and found no visible blackening of copper wire or
other metal surfaces - the symptoms frequently reported in homes with the
Chinese drywall problems,

There is no evidence of Chinese drywall in the home, the CPSC investigator did
not observe any unusual smell or copper blackening, and there is no evidence that
the wallboard in the home is causing any problems whatsoever. Therefore, this
report is not responsive to the FOIA request. Production of these material in
response to the pending FOIA requests may inaccurately suggest that the
homeowner’s reported problems are related to the presence of wallboard
manufactured by two U.S. manufacturers, and there is nothing to support that
conclusion..

U.S. Gypsum requests that this file not be produced or in the alternative that any
mention of our company be deleted.

No. 090504CBB3555

No comment or objection.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the CPSC response to these FOIA
requests. We appreciate your consideration of our comments and concerns. Please feel
free to call me if you have any questions or require further information, (312-436-4006)

Very truly yours,

|
Jo:m A. Donahue

Senior Corporate Counsel
Telephone: (312)436-4006

JAD/ew
7172621
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QOctober 15, 2009

VIA FAX, FEDERAL EXPRESS AND E-MAIL

Mr. Todd A. Stevenson

Director

Office of the Secretary

Division of Information Management

Office of Information and Technology Services
United States Consumer Product Safety Commtission
4330 East West Highway

Bethesda, Maryland 20814-4408

Re:

FOIA Requests 09-F-00427, 09-F-00495, 09-F-00512 and 09-F-00825: Chinese
Drywall, Gypsum Board, Wallboard, Plasterboard or Sheetrock/Complaints,
Reported Incidents, Investigations of Incidents and Commission Investigation
Records. Additional FOIA Requests 09-F-00902, 09-F-00906, 09-F-00932, 09-F-
00945, 09-F-00951, 09-F-01021, 09-F-01034, and 09-F-01047.

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

This letter shall serve as American Gypsum Company's response to your letter dated October 6,
2009 to the President of American Gypsum, which was received on October 9, 2009. In that letter you
stated that the United States Consumer Product Safety Commission (the "Commission") has received new
FOIA requests (copies enclosed with your letter) that were filed after your letter to American Gypsum
dated July 22, 2009. In your October 6, 2009 letter you state that some of these requests are seeking the
same information previously sent to us.

We have no further comment on the material included with your July 22, 2009 letter or the
material included with your letter dated October 6, 2009, except to note that American Gypsum Company
manufactures all of its wallboard in the United States of America. American Gypsum has not imported,
relabeled or rebranded any wallboard from China or any where else outside the United States of America.

Regard

Uy

Péter Bauer
VP Manufacturing - West

American Gypsum Company.
3811 Turtle Creek Bivd

Dallas, Texas 75219

USA
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The 70 year old male consumer reported {hat he experienced constant headaches and his 62 year cld wife sufferad
eye irritation during @ recent visit to their retirement home In Estero, FL. In addition to their health problems, the
consumer stated that the air conditioner’s coils and the copper wiring inside a light switch in the home's foyer have
been corroded by sulfuric mist from Chinese drywall used to manufacture the home in 2005.

h) PR}

h]
COMMENTS: _OXES _{g/g/o q‘é

—_OVERRULED; %m\cum
Qﬁxcxsmsromﬂn 2 5< ot "7:

Pgo NOT RE-NOTIFY ___RE-NOTIFY

-

7. Location (Home, School, etc) 8. Clty 9. State
1-HOME ESTERO L FL
10A, First Product 10B. Trade/Brand Name - 10C. Modal Number
1876 - House Structures, Repair Or AMERICAN GYPSUM S UNKOWN
10D, Manufacturer Name and Address
AMERICAN GYPSUM
3811 Turtle Creek Dr.

Dallas, TX 75218

11A. 8econd Product | 4480 Trado/Beand M - T 44 Mrcial Mmts

381 - Air Conditioners Not Responsive

11D/ Not Responsive

12. Age of Victim 13. Sex 14, Disposition 15. Injury Diagnosis
62 2 -Female 1 - Injured, not Hosp. 71 - Other
18. Body Part(s) 17. Respondent 18. Type of Investigation 19, Time Spent
Involved {Operational / Travel)
77 - EYEBALL 1 - Victim/Complainant 1- On-Site 16 /1
20. Attachmant(s) 21. Case Source 22. Sample Collection Number
9 - Muttiple Attachments 07 - Consumer Complaint
23. Permission to Diaclose Name (Non NEISS Cases Only)
QO Yes @ No O verbat (O Yas for Manuf. Only
24. Review Date 25. Reviewed By 26. Regional Office Director
05/22/2009 8930 Dennig R. Blasius
27. Distribution 28. Source Document Number
Woodard, Dean; Rose, Blake; Biasius, Dennis 10940830A

T YTy T
EF§C FORM 182 (12/96) Approved for Use Thru 1/31/2010 OMB No. 3041-0029



090504CBB1657 -1-

All of the information contained in this report was
obtained from telephone interviews with the consumer on
5/5/2009, 5/19/2009 and an on-site interview with the
remediation specialist hired by the consumer on 5/15/2009.
The consumer reported this incident to CPSC via the
Internet on 4/28/2009.

The consumer is a 70 year old male. The consumer stated
that he and his 62 year old wife are in generally good
health. He stated however that he was diagnosed with
prostrate cancer on 5/1/2009. The consumer also stated
that his wife has “sensitive eyes” and that her eyes will
burn if they are exposed to strong chemicals.

The consumer stated that he and his wife live in Farmington
Hills, MI and had a home built in a new housing development
in Estero, FL in 2005. The consumer stated that he paid
$467,000 for the house. The consumer stated that he and
his wife occupied the house during brief vacation trips to
Florida from 2005 to April 2009. The consumer stated that
he and his wife were the only occupants of the house. The
consumer and his wife do not have any pets.

The consumer’s house is a Mediterranean style, second floor
coach house that measures 2,800 square feet, has 3 bedroom,
2 % baths and a large family room. The house is carpeted
throughout except for the kitchen, dinette and bathrooms.
The house has electric service to all appliances. The
consumer did not know if wood or metal studs were used in
the home. The consumer stated that he and his wife visited
the house for 7 to 10 days at a time. The consumer stated
that they spent a total of 2 or 3 months in the home. The
consumer stated that they had planned to move to Florida
and live in the house full time when they retired.

The consumer stated that they last visited the house over
the Easter holiday from 4/11/2009 to 4/21/2009. He said
during that visit his wife complained that her eyes were
burning. The consumer stated that he also experienced a
dull headache throughout the visit. The consumer stated
that their symptoms lessened when they left the house, but
reappeared when they returned. The consumer stated that
they did not seek medical treatment for their symptoms.
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The consumer stated that when he and his wife were not at
the house, the doors and windows were closed and the
appliances were unplugged. The consumer stated that a
friend who lives in the housing development opened the
house to air it out before he and his wife arrived. The
consumer said he did not notice an odor when he entered the
home, but his friend reported that he immediately smelled
an odor of “rotten eggs” when he entered the house.

In addition to their physical symptoms, the consumer stated
that the central air conditioning never worked properly.

He said it never seemed to cool the house entirely. He
said during his last visit to the house in April, the air
conditioner barely cooled the house. The consumer stated
that the refrigerator was also acting erratically during
his last visit. He said that the refrigerator did not run
when he plugged it in, and that he had to pull it away from
the wall, unplug it, and plug it again to get it to
operate. The consumer also reported that the lights on the
lanai stopped working in 2007. He reported the problem to
the property manager’s office and the lights were repaired
by the builder in February 2009.

On 4/14/2009, a friend of the consumer, who is also the
chair of the housing development’s ad hoc homeowner’s
committee, stopped by the consumer’s house. The friend
removed the cover of the consumer’s air conditioner unit
and showed the consumer that the evaporator coils on the
bottom of the unit were black (see exhibit 2). The
consumer’s friend told him that the blackened coils may
indicate that Chinese drywall was in his home. The
consumer’s friend told him that approximately 25% of the
houses in the development have had the evaporator coils in
their air conditioners replaced within the last two years
due to Chinese drywall in the homes.

On 4/15/2009 a remediation specialist retained by the
consumer’s attorney conducted a visual examination of the
home’s air conditioning unit. The remediation specialist
told the consumer that the air conditioner had a Freon leak
due to corroded evaporator coils. The remediation
specialist also examined the electrical wiring inside the
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home’s light switches. The remediation specialist told the
consumer that the copper wires in some of the home’s light
switches were black and corroded. The consumer stated that
the remediation specialist told him that the corrosion was
caused by a sulfuric mist created when moisture hits the
Chinese drywall. The remediation specialist told the
consumer that the sulfuric mist is attracted to metal
objects. I requested a copy of the remediation
specialist’s written report however she stated that the
attorney would not permit her to release the report. My
phone calls to the attorney’s office were not returned.
Refer to the remediation specialist and attorney contact
information in exhibit 14.

The consumer stated that his attorney wants him to join a
class action lawsuit filed by homeowners with Chinese
drywall in their homes. The consumer said he has declined
to join the suit at this time as he is examining all
options available to him.

On 4/20/2009, the consumer e-mailed the homebuilder and the
finance company that owns the development and reported that
he believed Chinese drywall was present in his house (refer
to a copy of the e-mail in exhibit 9.) The consumer did
not receive a response to his e-mail message from the
homebuilder or the finance company.

The consumer then called the Sarasota County Health
Department and reported the corrosion on his air
conditioner coils to an inspector in the department’s
environmental division. The inspector told him that based
upon his description of the evaporator coils, Freon gas was
leaking out of the unit. The consumer asked the
representative how he could make this determination, and
the representative told the consumer that they had been
“swamped” with similar complaints. He stated that sulfuric
acid had corroded the coil.

On 4/24/09 the remediation specialist e-mailed the consumer
photos of the insulation in the attic and wiring in the
light switch in the foyer which showed the ground wire
copper wire was corroded. Refer to copy of the e-mail and
photos in exhibit 10.



090504CBB1657 -4-

On 4/24/2009 the consumer e-mailed the homebuilder and
finance company and reported his discussion with the
Florida department of health. The consumer did not receive
a response to this second email (exhibit 11).

On 5/18/2009 the consumer spoke to the president of the
finance company by phone and was informed that the finance
company has hired a private testing company to conduct
inspections of 17 homes in the development on 5/27/2009.

During my 5/15/09 on-site, I observed and photographed the
following: blackened/corroded coils on the consumer’s air
conditioning unit (exhibit 2-3), blackened copper wiring in
the foyer light switch (exhibit 4), manufacturer
information/labeling for drywall in attic (exhibits 5-7)
labeling manufacturer identification for insulation in
attic, (exhibit 8). No other metal fixtures, faucets,
mirrors, etc. exhibited any signs of pitting or corrosion.
It should be noted that a strong odor was observed in the
first floor foyer of the consumer’s home where a blackened
copper wire was found inside the light switch.

PRODUCT IDENFICATION:

The drywall in the attic of the consumer’s home is stamped:
“02/26/2006 R. Edwards.” The drywall is labeled:
“CUSTOMER SERVICE INFORMATION 1-800-545-6302 7 52278 21212
7", (exhibits 5-7). NOTE: The Customer Service number is
for: American Gypsum, 3811 Turtle Creek Blvd., Suite 1200,
Dallas, TX 75219.

The remediation specialist removed the medicine cabinet in
the master bathroom to avoid creating cobvious damage to the
home while looking for labeling on the drywall during her
4/15/2009 examination. The remediation specialist stated
that the drywall behind the medicine cabinet was not
labeled. No additional search for labeling on the drywall
in the consumer’s home was conducted.

The fiberglass insulation in the attic was labeled, “KNAUF”
(exhibit 8). NOTE: The consumer’s incident report
indicates that the drywall is labeled KNAUF, however no
drywall was found with the “KNAUF” brand name in the two
locations examined by the remediation specialist.
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House Structures: (Product Code 1876)
UPC: 7 52278 21212 7
Brand: “R. Edwards”
Model: Unknown
Manufacturer: American Gypsum
3811 Turtle Creek Blvd.
Suite 1200

Dallas, TX 75219
1-800-545-6302

Builder: Shelby Homes
6363 NW Way, Suite 205
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33309
(954) 318-1000

Development: Meadows of Estero
Estero, FL
Finance Company: Hearthstone Homes

16133 Ventura Blvd., Suite 1400
Encino, CA 91436
(818) 385-0005

EXHIBITS:

Exhibits 1-8 Photographs

Exhibit 9 Copy of 4/20/2009 e-mail from the consumer to
the homebuilder and the finance company.

Exhibit 10 Copy of 4/24/2009 e-mails from the consumer to
homebuilder and finance company.

Exhibit 11 Copy of 4/24/2009 e-mail and photographs of
drywall and insulaton in attic from the

remediation specialist to the consumer.

Exhibit 12 Copy of 4/24/2009 e-mail and photo of light
switch from the remediation specialist.

Exhibit 13 Respondent List
Exhibit 14 Consumer Contact List

Exhibit 15 Status of Missing Document
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Exhibit 1 - Photograph of living area inside the consumer’s
second floor coach house.
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Exhibit 2 - Photograph of the evaporator éoils of the
central air conditioner in the consumer’s home.
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Exhibit 3 - Close up of therevaporator coils at the bottom
of the air conditioner unit.
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Exhibit 4 - Photograph of the blackened copper wire inside
the light switch in the foyer of the consumer’s house.
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Exhibit 5 - Photograph of drywall inside the consumer’s
attic. The drywall is labeled “02/26/06 R. EDWARDS.”
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Exhibit 6 - The drywall is labeled “CUSTOMER SERVICE
INFORMATION 1-800-545-6302”. This phone number is for
American Gypsum, Dallas, TX.
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Exhibit 7 - The drywall 1s bar coded: “7 52278 21212 7;
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Exhibit 8 - Photograph
attic labeled in part,

-13-

of the fiberglass insulation
“KNAUF” .

inside
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Phillips, Elizabeth [(6)(3):CPSA Section 25(c) §

From: | |

Sent: L e, ]

To: Phillips, Elizabeth

Subject; FW: ATTENTION MARK PORATH ,PRESIDENT HEARTHSTONE
(b)(3):.CPSA Section 25(c)

! .
Subject: Re: ATTENTION MARK PORATH ,PRESIDENT HEARTHSTONE

http.//www.newsinferno.com/archives/5666

i’ i
| |
| \

e TUEsaay, AN ZT, 2009 945 AM
Subject FW: ATTENTION MARK PORATH ,PRESIDENT HEARTHSTONE

(0)(3):CPSA Section 25(c) \
\
|




I(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c) 090504CBB1657
Emai Exhibit 9 Page 2 of 2
mai

Visit (b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)

Start receiving your monthly statements, trade confirms, prospectuses and more onli
for details.

i’(b)"(a):CPSA Section 25(c)

|
(I .
Subject: FW: ATTENTION MARK PORATH ,PRESIDENT HEARTHSTONE

(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)

(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c) \
Subject: FW: "Chinese Drywal"m

(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)

‘(b)(3 ):CPSA Section 25(c)

Last Tuesday | removed the cover in the air conditioning in my unit| o

(BY(3yCPsA section | ,Meadows of Esterro,Esterro,Florida.the filter had a black crusted substance on it
The coils of the air handling unit had black on them.Based on a visual exam it appeared that
CHINESE DRYWALL is present. Lisa Girardi (phn 239-682-3110) ,who is a home remediation
specialist, come in to inspect and she found that there is Chinese Drywall in this unit. The electrical
lights did not 23{8{%;%2 the Jr?%:(acl) fnr auer 3 year.that was repaired in february this year.| will contact
you further.tt | :

Reminder: E-mail sent through the Intemet is not secure.
Do not use e-mail to send us confidential information
such as credit card numbers, changes of address, PIN
numbers, passwords, or other important information.
Do not e-mail orders to buy or sell securities, transfer
funds, or send time sensitive instructions. We will not
accept such orders or instructions. This e-mail is not
an official trade confirmation for transactions executed
for your account. Your e-mail message is not private in
that it is subject to review by the Firm, its officers,
agents and employees.




090504CBB1657
Exhibit 10 Page 1 of 5

Phillips, Elizabeth

(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)
From:
Sent:
To: T FTIPS, ChiZaue —

f 4
Subject: [Possibly Spam]: FW: Own a newer home? Tainted drywall - What you need to check to save
your health -
Importance: Low

(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)

i

L. _
To: "ryuter@shelby-homes.com'
Subject: FW: Own a newer home? Tainted drywall - What you need to check to save your health -

[(b)(B):CPSA Section 25(c) 1

- — — —

Sent; Friday, April 24, 2009 10:00 AM
To: 'ryuter@shelbyhomes.com'
Subject: FW: Own a newer home? Tainted drywall - What you need to check to save your heaith -




{b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c) T

I

(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(¢)

Fro
Sen
To: |
Cc:| |
Subject: Own a newer home? Tainted drywall - What you need to check to save your health -

‘
|
|
\
»
\

Sub-Navigation

Q

o o Own a newer home?
What you need to check to save your health

Reported hy: Marchelle Lee
Email: mige cabe] §.com
Last Update: 4/23 1:37 pm

P "'~\ AR ! Y. '
(Courtesy of Angic'sList.com. Phowograph: countesy of Angic'sl.ist.com)
Tainted drywall is a hot topic right now because many homeowners are discovering crosion from the Chinese-made drywall.

According 10 Angiv's 1 it residents living in homes that were built during the housing boom carticr this decade may be surrounded by a potentially
home and health-threatening compound,

About 500 million pounds of drywall shipped from China to the United States between 2004 and 2006 contained potentially toxic sulfur compounds.
‘This compound is believed to be responsible for damaging hundreds of homes and creating possible health problems for homeowners.

2
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A string of lawsuits against builders and drywall manufacturers have been filed but many homeowners may not even know their home was built with
the tainted product.

The majority of known affected homes appear to be in south Floridi, bul hames in several other siates could be at risk. sccording (o Angic's List.

According to Newsinlerno.cony here in the Valley, arca home builder Lennar Homes is being mamed in & major class-action lawsuit over the tainted
drywall.

4 ways to determiae if your home has Chinese-made drywall:

1. Your home was built between 2004-06: There was a shortage of drywall during this period, so maore than 500 million pounds were shipped to the
U.S. from China.

2. Your home has a foul smell: Homeowners with Chinese-made drywall complain ot a strong odor of sutfur, or what smells like rotten ¢ggs.

3. You notice metal and copper corroding: Chinese drywall is reported to corrode metal and copper., notably air-conditioning coils and clectrical
wiring. with a black coating.

4. You identify your drywall as made in China: Some afTected drywall will state it is made in China. Other Chinese drywall bears the mark of
manufaclurers, including Knaut Plasterboard Tianjin, Knauf Gips, and Tatshan Gypsum Co.

Determining the risk is fairly simple; the remedy is likely more complex.
Some builders who used the imported drywall have addressed the issue by removing it lrom affected homes and replacing it with new drywall,

Angic [licks. founder of Angic’s List, said that cven if they do be surc to contact an attomey, “Just replacing the drywall might not be ¢nough (o 1ix
this probicm.”

“If your builder offers to replace the drywall, ask if they 't also replace materials Tike carpet and insulation, as these might also be contaminated.”
says Hicks. "There is also concern that corroded electrical wiring could pose a lire hazard, so that might need to be replaced as well, Once the
drywall has been replaced. all the dust in your home should be removed with a HEPA air scrubber.™

Studics are still being done to determine possible health issues. but many homeowners are concerned about the potential effects of long-lerm
exposure W the drywall.

I you suspect your home contains this drywall, call a well-qualificd home inspector to check it out immediately.

Companies targeted in various lawsuits:

Knauf Plasterboard Tianjin, Knau( Gips, and Taishan Gypsum Co, are among the known manufacturers of the product and have been targeted in
various lawsuits, Lennar Corp.. Aubuchon Homes. Meritage Homes. Ryland Homes, Standard Pacilic Homes, Taylor Morrison and WCI
Communities are all builders confirmed 1o have used drywall imported from China,

For more inJormation, bead to Angiest et conn,
Copyright 2009 The E.W. Scripps Co. Al rights reserved. This material may not be published, broadeast, rewritten, or redistributed.

These links allow you to store, classify, search, and share
our stories with others using a variety of sites. Al of these
services are free, but some of the sites require a separate
registration to use.

Reminder: L-miail sent through the Intemet is not seeure.
Do not use ¢-mail 1o send us confidential information
such as credit card numbers, changes of address, PIN
numbers, passwords, or other important information.
Do not e-mail orders to buy or sell seeurities, transfer
funds, or send time seositive instructions. We will not
accept such orders or instmctions, This e-mail is not

an official wrade canfirmation for transactions exccuted
for your account. Your e-mail message is not private in
that it is subject to review by the Firm, its ofTicers,
agents and employecs.
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Phillips, Elizabeth _

z

(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)

From:

Sent: T _ e
To: Phillips, Elizabeth

Subject: FW. ATTENTION MARK PORATH ,PRESIDENT HEARTHSTONE

Richaril A Dinherix
b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)

Subject:  FW: ATTENTION MARK PORATH ,PRESIDENT HEARTHSTONE

(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)

Subject: FW: ATTENTION MARK PORATH ,PRESIDENT HEARTHSTONE

[(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)
Subject: Fw: “Chinese Orywal"in|
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( Exhibit 10 Page 5 of 5
E
v

To: ‘ryuter@shelby-homes.com'
Cc:  'mporath@hearthstone.com’ e : - i

Subject:  "Chinese Drywat'in i(b)(:i):CPSA Section 25(c) |

i(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)
Last Tuesday | removed the cover in the air conditioning in my un# |
[B)X@)CPSA Section 25 |eadows of Esterro,Esterro, Florida.the filter had a black crusted substance on it. The
coils of the air handling unit had black on them.Based on a visual EXAM it appeared exam it
appeared that CHINESE DRYWALL is present. Lisa Girardi (phn 239-682-3110),who is a home

remediation specialist, come in to inspect and she found that there is Chinese Drywall in this unit.The

electrical lights did not work on t er a year.that was repaired in february this year.| will
contact you further. thi (B)(3)-CPSA Section 25(c) |

IN CONTINUATION OF MY ISSUES ‘| DISCRIBED WHAT | SAW ON THE COILS OF THE A/C
UNIT TO THE FLORIDA STATE HEALTH DEPT AND THEY SAID THE A/C COILS HAD A LEAK
AND THE BLACK WQULD BE FROM SUI FER FUMES AND THE DIFFERENCE IN COLOR.FROM
BLACK TO RED TO COPPER, WAS BECAUSE OF A LEAK IN THE COILS.

Reminder: E-mail sent through the Internet is not secure,
Do not use e-mail to send us confidential information
such as credit card numbers, changes of address, PIN
numbers, passwords, or other important information.
Do not e-mail orders to buy or sell securitics, transfer
funds, or send time sensitive instructions. We will not
accept such orders or instructions. This e-mail is not
an official trade confirmation for transactions executed
tfor your account. Your e-mail message is not private in
that it is subject to review by the Firm, its ofTicers,
agents and employcees.
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Phillips, Elizabeth
{(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)
From: |
Sent: N
To: Phillips, Elizabeth
Subject: FW: Drywall in Attic
Attachments: P1020188.JPG; P1020186 JPG; P1020187.JPG
{b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa [mailto:lisal220g@yahoo.com]

nke Lridayv  Anel 140NN A A0 DAL
ﬁ‘(b)(B):CPSA Section 25(c)

Subject: Drywall in Attic

¥

Reminder: E-mail sent through the Internet is not secure.
Do not use e-mail to send us confidential information
such as credit card numbers, changes of address, PIN
numbers, passwords, or other important information.

Do not e-mail orders to buy or sell securities, transfer
funds, or send time sensitive instructions. We will not
accept such orders or instructions. This e-mail is not

an official trade confirmation for transactions executed
for your account. Your e-mail message is not private in
that it is subject to review by the Firm, its officers,













Phillips, Elizabgth

090504CBB1657
Exhibit 12 Page 1 of 2

(b)(3):.CPSA Section 25(c)

To: Phillips, Elizabeth

Subject: FW: Ground wire
Attachments: P1020203.4PG

{6)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa [mailto:lisa1220g@yahoo.com]

(b).(3):CPSA Section 25(c)

To!

i
SUL e e -

Reminder: E-mail sent through the Internet is not secure.
Do not use e-mail to send us confidential information
such as credit card numbers, changes of address, PIN
numbers, passwords, or other important information.
Do not e-mail orders to buy or sell securities, transfer
funds, or send time sensitive instructions. We will not
accept such orders or instructions. This e-mail is not
an official trade confirmation for transactions executed
for your account. Your e-mail message is not private in
that it is subject to review by the Firm, its officers,
agents and employccs.
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Exhibit 13

RESPONDENT LIST:

[(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c)
1-‘ Homeowner
‘ [rt

Estero, FL 33928

|(b)(3):.CPSA Section 25(c) o

|

Initially contacted on 5/5/2009

2. [(B)@3)CPsAsection25c) Caretaker

Initially contacted on 5/5/2009 to arrange on-site at
consumer’s home.

3. Lisa Girardi, Remediation Specialist
(239) 682-3110

Initially contacted on 5/5/2009 to arrange on-site at
consumer’s home.
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Exhibit 14

CONSUMER CONTACT LIST:

(b)(3):CPSA Section 25(c) homeowner, Meadows of Estero,
ed problems associated with Chinese drywall to:

1. Shelby Homes, Builder
Ron Yuter, CEO
6363 NW Way
Suite 205
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33309
(954) 318-1000
ryuter@shelbyhomes.com

The consumer initially contacted the builder on 4/20/2009

2. Hearthstone Homes, Finance Company
16133 Ventura Blvd.
Suite 1400
Encino, Ca 91436
(818) 385-0005
Mark Porath, President
mporath@hearthstone.com

The consumer initially contacted the finance company on
4/20/20009.

3. C. David Durkee
Roberts & Durkee
121 Alhambra Plaza
#1603
Coral Gables, FL 33134
(305) 442-1700

The consumer contacted his attorney on 4/14/2009,



IDI # 090504CBB1657

Exhibit 14
Page 2

4, Lisa Giarardi, Remediation Specialist
(239) 682-3110

Initially contacted on 4/15/2009

5. Sarasota County Department of Health
2200 Ringling Blvd.
Sarasota, FL 34237
Bob Kalletti, Investigator
(941) B861-6059

Exact date of contact not known.



Print Form |

090504cbb1657
Exhibit 15

Task No. 090405CBB1657

Date: 5/21/2009

STATUS OF MISSING DOCUMENT (S)
The official records were requested for this investigation
report but could not be obtained.
1. Remediation Specialist’'s Report

2-

3-

Date: __5/21/2009 Investigator No:_8919

Regional office: ___ CFIE Supervisor No:_9001

1/1/2008



Doc No: 10940830A Issue: 31 04/30/2009
04/28/2009 17:20:22

st)(s)?z:ps;\ S S
Nam

Addre

City 5

State(

Zip=

Email

Teled

Name

VlCtl VIV W WY T Y Y
Victim's City = ESTERRO
Victim's State = Florida
Victim's Zip = 33928 m

Victim's Telephone =(c) |

Incident Description = MY WIFE ,KATE,AND I, RICHARD,SAW BLACK ON THE COPPER COILS OF THE A/C
UNIT IN OUR CONDO ON 4/14/2009 WE WERE WITH KENNY KING - THE NEXT DAY LISA GIRARDI A
REMEDIATION CONTRACTOR FOUND MORE OF WHAT APPEARS TO BE DAMAGE FROM CHINESE
DRYWALL.WE CANNOT LIVE IN THE CONDO. THE WIRES ON THE SWITCHES ARE BLACK FROM WHAT
APPEARS TO BE SULFURIC ACID FUMES.

Victim's age at time of incident = 62

Victim's sex = female

Date of incident = 04-14-2009

Product invoived = CHINESE DRYWALL

Product brand name/manufacturer = KNAUF ON THE DRYWALL//BUILDER'S NAME SHELBY HOMES
Manufacturer street address = 6363 NW 6TH WAY ,SUITE 250 FT LAUDERDALE,FL.,33309
Place where manufactured (City and State or Country) = CHINA

Product model and serial number, manufacture date =

Product damaged, repaired or modified = no

if yes, before or after the incident =

Description of damage, repair or modification = AIRCONDITIONER HAS LEAKS OF FREON.
Date product purchased = 2005 ON INSTALL TAG

Product involved still available = yes

Have you contacted the manufacturer = yes

If not, do you plan to contact them =

Name Release = Release name to manufacturer only
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August 4, 2009

VIA FAX, FEDERAL EXPRESS AND E-MAIL

Mr. Todd A. Stevenson

Director

Office of the Secretary

Division of Information Management

Office of Information and Technology Services
United States Consumer Product Safety Commission
4330 East West Highway

Bethesda, Maryland 20814-4408

ol 'V 9- 9 BN

Re:  FOIA Requests 09-F-00427, 09-F-00495, 09-F-00512 and 09-F-00825: Chinese
Drywall, Gypsum Board, Wallboard, Plasterboard or Sheetrock/Complaints,

Reported Incidents, Investigations of Incidents and Commission Investigation
Records

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

This letter shall serve as American Gypsum Company's response to your letter dated July
22, 2009 to the President of American Gypsum. In that letter you stated that the United States
Consumer Product Safety Commission (the "Commission") has identified certain records
(enclosed with your letter) about American Gypsum's products as responsive to Freedom of
Information Act ("FOIA") requests sent to the Commission. In addition to the FOIA requests,
your letter also contained materials relating to two (2) consumer complaints. We have reviewed
the information and submit the following comments;

Complaint #090504CBB1657

First, American Gypsum Company manufactures all of its wallboard in the United States.
American Gypsum has not imported, relabeled or rebranded any wallboard from China or any
where else outside the United States.

With respect to the substance of the complaint, we believe it is important to note that this
incident report seems to indicate that Chinese wallboard in conjunction with U.S. manufactured
wallboard was used in the development in which the home is located. In particular, the text of
the complaint describes a statement from the chairman of the housing development's ad hoc
homeowner's committee that up to 25% of the homes in that development have had to replace

36811 YTurtle Creek Blvd. #1200 | Dallas, Texas 75219 | rtoLL FREE B00.646.8302 | www.americangypsum.cam



Mr. Todd A. Stevenson

United States Consumer Product Safety Commission
August 4, 2009

Page 2

wallboard was installed in the attic of the consumer's home, it is important to note that during the
2004-2006 time frame, when wallboard was in short supply, it was not unusual for distributors to
stock homes with multiple brands of wallboard. In other words, it is possible for a home to have
both Chinese wallboard in some areas and U.S. wallboard (like American Gypsum wallboard) in
others. However, it appears that the consumer has not performed a thorough inspection of the
other areas of the consumer's home to determine the source of wallboard throughout the home.

Complaint #090504CBB355S

We have no comment on this complaint as it involves wallboard manufactured by

(b)(3):CPSA Section 6(b) {

David B. Powers
President

L \Graass\AGC\2009\CSPC Sievenson (2).do¢
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October 15, 2009

VIA FAX, FEDERAL EXPRESS AND E-MAIL

Mr. Todd A. Stevenson

Director

Office of the Secretary

Division of Information Management

Office of Information and Technology Services
United States Consumer Product Safety Commission
4330 East West Highway

Bethesda, Maryland 20814-4408

Re:

FOIA Requests 09-F-00427, 09-F-00495, 09-F-00512 and 09-F-00825: Chinese
Drywall, Gypsum Board, Wallboard, Plasterboard or Sheetrock/Complaints,
Reported Incidents, Investigations of Incidents and Commission Investigation
Records. Additional FOIA Requests 09-F-00902, 09-F-00906, 09-F-00932, 09-F-
00945, 09-F-00951, 09-F-01021, 09-F-01034, and 09-F-01047.

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

This letter shall serve as American Gypsum Company's response to your letter dated October 6,
2009 to the President of American Gypsum, which was received on October 9, 2009. In that letter you
stated that the United States Consumer Product Safety Commission (the "Commission") has received new
FOIA requests (copies enclosed with your letter) that were filed after your letter to American Gypsum
dated July 22, 2009. In your October 6, 2009 letter you state that some of these requests are seeking the
same information previously sent to us.

We have no further comment on the material included with your July 22, 2009 letter or the
material included with your letter dated October 6, 2009, except to note that American Gypsum Company
manufactures all of its wallboard in the United States of America. American Gypsum has not imported,
relabeled or rebranded any wallboard from China or any where else outside the United States of America.

Regard:

N

Peter Bauer
VP Manufacturing - West

American Gypsum Company.
3811 Turtle Creek Bivd

Dalias, Texas 75219

USA

L






1. Task Number 2. Investigators D
090504CBB1658 8919 EPIDEMIOLOGIC
3. Offics Cods 4. Date of Accident | 5. Date initiated INVESTIGATION
YR MO DAY YR MO DAY REPORT
810 2009 04 06 2009 05 06
6. Synopsis of Accldent or Complaint urPC

The 63 year old homecwner and her 41 year old daughter have experienced headaches, skin irritation, runny noses

and congestion since moving into a new house in August 2006. The electrical wiring have cause the lights to flicker on
and off and the smoke alarms activate for no reason. Also, the hot water heater's copper pipes have tumed black and
there is pitting on the faucets, light fixtures and mirrors in the home. The drywall manufacturer is a U.S. based fim but

the consumer believes the drywall was made in China.
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All of the information contained in this report was obtained during an on-site interview
with the consumers on 5/14/2009. The consumer’s daughter reported this incident to the
CPSC Hotline on 4/7/2009.

The 63 year old female consumer purchased a custom built home on April 1, 2006. The
house was built in Cape Coral, FL between April 1, 2006 and June 19, 2006. The
consumer and her 41 year old daughter moved into the house in August 2006. The ranch
house measures 1,863 square feet, has 3 bedrooms, 2 baths, a study, an open dinette,
dining room, great room and a two car garage. The bedrooms are carpeted. There is
electric service to all appliances. Metal studs were used in the house; wood studs were
used on the roof.

The consumer stated that the first day they moved into the house they noticed an odor.
They kept asking each other why the house smelled. The consumers’ friends and
relatives kept saying the house smelled because it was new.

The consumer’s daughter described the smell as similar to the odor created after someone
lights a match. She said the odor is very pungent. The consumers stated that the odor is
always the same whether the house has been closed up or not. The consumers stated that
the odor is the same from winter to summer. The consumers stated that even when the
windows are open they still smell the odor. The consumers said the smell is most
noticeable in the spare bedroom, the garage, the kitchen and the great room. Six months
ago the consumers screened the front porch in so that they could leave the front door
open in an attempt to get more air into the house.

The 63 year old consumer stated that within a month of moving into the house she began
having headaches, itchy skin, skin rashes, difficulty breathing, and congestion which she
experiences toward the end of the day and when she wakes up in the morning. The
consumer said she feels as if a cold is coming on at all times. She said she lies down and
sleeps most of the day. The consumer stated that she started going to a dermatologist for
her allergies at the end of 2006. The consumer is taking Fexofenadine for allergies, a
muscle relaxant for osteoarthritis, Baclofen, and Proponolol for headaches. (Refer to a
copy of the consumer’s prescriptions in Exhibit 13.)

The consumer’s daughter stated that she has rheumatoid arthritis and is always at the
doctor. She said she has experienced sinus trouble and runny nose. She said her
symptoms are less severe than her mother’s symptoms. The consumer’s daughter said
her sinus’ drain when she is away from the house.
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The consumers have two dogs; a Maltese and a Yorkshire Terrier. The consumer stated
that the Maltese vomits often, is constantly sneezing and is on allergy medication and
antibiotics a for skin irritation. She said both dogs have skin irritation and runny eyes.
She said the dogs never exhibited these problems before she moved into the house. The
dogs were prescribed Desonide lotion 0.05% for skin irritation.

In addition to the consumers’ physical symptoms, the lights in the house dim or

flicker on and off for no reason. The consumer’s daughter stated that sparks come from
the electrical outlet when she unplugs the vacuum cleaner and that they are always losing
power or having power surges.

A year ago the smoke alarms started going off in the house for no apparent reason. The
smoke alarms are hard-wired into the home’s electrical system and that every smoke
alarm’s back up battery has been replaced because the copper head tops have blackened.
The computer monitor also started blinking on and off six month ago. An electrician has
not evaluated the electrical system.

The central air conditioning unit stopped working in October 2008. A technician
examined the unit on 10/24/2009 and replaced the thermostat and refilled the Freon. In
February 2009 the air conditioning stopped working again and the A/C technician visited
the home on 2/17/2009. The technician found that the air conditioner’s evaporator coil
piping was blackened. He told the consumer’s daughter that the air conditioner would
continue to leak Freon due to the blackened coils. (Refer to copies of the air conditioner
service invoices in Exhibit 14.)

The garage door has been re-oiled and realigned four times and the sliding glass patio
door has been repaired three times. (Refer to copies of automatic door service invoices
dated 7/23/2007 and 2/20/2009 in Exhibit 15 and the last service bill for sliding glass
door repair on 4/8/2009 in Exhibit 16.)

The consumer also stated that the hot water heater pipes have turned black, the electric
outlet wires are black, the electrical panel in garage wires are black, the kitchen and
dining room chandelier is pitted, the faucets and drains in the bathroom are pitted and the
sides of the mirrors have turned black (see photos in exhibits 1-11).

On 2/19/2009 the homebuilder’s vice president visited the consumer’s house and
searched for manufacturer information on the home’s drwal The representatives found -

(b)(a)vg:%lslAlsnmde the master bedroom closet that was labeled: P/ CPSA Secton 66) ]

: ection 6(b on Toma] xe

| ‘ (see PhT(b)(§3 CPSA Section 6(5) ]

[(b)(B):CPS R Section 6y rAbElEd: | rvumrvrmeo y proserrs e e ]
(Refer to photocopy of photos taken by home builder

representatnve in Exhibit 12. )
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On 3/25/2009 the builder’s vice president sent the consumer’s daughter an e-mail stating
that he did not believe her home had imported drywall. He advised her to contact the
Home Buyers Warranty Company, Denver, CO to address the problems in her mother’s
house. (Refer to a copy of the 3/25/2009 e-mail in Exhibit 17.)

The consumers contacted the inspector who performed the assessment after the house

was completed. The inspector opened 5 electrical outlets, saw corrosion of copper
ground wires. He offered to take samples and conduct testing for $300-$500. The
consumer could not afford to have testing performed and declined his offer.

On 4/10/2009 the consumer’s daughter e-mailedfg;m CPSA Section & nd reported the
corrosion and pitting of metal objects in her mother s mvusv-uue wChinese drywall. As
of 5/14/2009 the consumer had not received a response from the firm. (Refer to a copy of
the e-mail in Exhibit 18.)

On April 22, 2009 the builder filed a structural claim with their insurance company,
Home Buyers Warranty, Denver, CO. (Refer to a copy of the letter in Exhibit 19.)

On April 24, 2009 the builder’s insurance company sent the consumer a letter stating that
an engineer had been assigned to arrange a time to conduct an inspection at her home.
The letter states that in order for her to qualify for compensation under the Structural
Coverage Provision of the Warranty, “...there must be damage to an actual load-bearing
member of the home, as defined in the Warranty.” (Refer to a copy of the letter from
National Home Insurance Company in Exhibit 20.)

The consumer’s daughter has contacted the Florida Department of State, the Florida State
Department of Health, the Florida Attorney General’s Office, and the Environmental
Protection Agency. (Refer to copies of e-mail messages from the consumer’s daughter to
various state and federal agencies in Exhibit 21.)

The consumer stated that she does not have a short term plan to address the drywall
problem. The consumer said that went to her dermatologist a days before this on-site
and he told her to, “Flee the house.” The consumer said that poured her lifesavings into
the house and cannot afford to rent another house and pay mortgage on the affected home
at the same time. The consumer’s attorney is attempting to work with the mortgage
company to defer her payments so she can rent another house until the drywall situation
is resolved.
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During my 5/14/09 on-site, 1 observed and photographed the following: a section of
drywall from the closed in the master bedroom labeled F
(exhibit 1 ). Pitting on the chandeliers in the living room (exhibit Z) and dining room
(exhibits 3-4). A blackened silver spoon (exhibit 5). Pitted shower head and blackened

mirror edges in the master bathroom (exhibits 6-7). Blackened copper piping for the air
handler (exhibit 9) and blackened copper pipes on the water heater (exhibits 10-11).

PRODUCT IDENFICATION:

i ster bedroom closet is labele
see p ibi
were additionally labeled:

07:12 02-18-06.” Refer to photocopy of photos taken by the home builder vice president
on 2/19/2009 in Exhibit 12.

House Structures:  (Product Code 1876)

Brand:

Manufacturer:

Builder: Timberline Builders, Inc.
3618 Del Prado Blvd.
Cape Coral, FL 33904
George Diggs 111, Owner
(239) 541-1441

EXHIBITS:

Exhibits 1-11 Photographs.

Exhibit 12 Photocopies of photos taken by the homebuilder’s representative at the
consumer’s house on 2/19/2009.

Exhibit 13 Copy of the consumer’s prescriptions.
Exhibit 14  Copy of Air Conditioner Service Invoice.
Exhibit 15  Copies of Garage Door Service invoices.

Exhibit 16  Copy of service bill for sliding glass door.



090504CBB1658 -5-

EXHIBITS CONT.:

Exhibit 17  3/03/2009 e-mail from the homebuilder’s vice president to the consumer.
\(b)(S):CPSA Section 6(b)
Exhibit 18 4/10/2009 e-mail tq

Exhibit 19  Copy 4/22/2009 letter from Home Buyers Warranty.

Exhibit20  Copy of 4/24/2009 letter from the National Home Insurance Company.
Exhibit 21  E-mail messages from consumer’s daughter to various agencies.
Exhibit22  Print out of Business Professional Regulation for Timberline builders, Inc.
Exhibit23  Authorization for Release of Name Form.

Exhibit 24  Respondent List.

Exhibit 25 Consumer Contact List.
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Exhibit 11
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Exhibit 2 - Photograph showing pitting of chandelier top in living room.

Exhibit 3 - Photograph of chandelier in the dining room.



Exhibit 11
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Exhibit 4 - Close up pitting on the chandelier in the dining room.

Exhibit 5 - otograph of silver spon that has bae inc th consumer moved into
the house.



Exhibit 11
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Exhibit 7 - Photograph of blackening around the mirror edge in the master bathroom.



Exhibit 11
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S i e T PRI i A
Exhibit 8 - Photograph of the air conditioner unit inside the consumer’s garage.

Exhibit 9 - Photo of blackened copper pipe outside of air handler.




Exhibit 11
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Exhibit 11 - Closr view of blackened cobbér pfﬁes on the water héater.
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