












































































































THOMAS ASSOCIATES, INC. EXECUTIVE MANAGER 

A power tool institute, inc. 
1300 SUMhlER AVENUE, CLEVELAND, OHIO 441 15-2851 21 6-241 -7333 FAX 216-241 -0105 

E-Mail: pti@powertoolinstitute.com URL: www.powertoolinstitute.com 

June 12,2006 

Harold D. Stratton 
Chairman 
U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission 
4330 East West Highway 
Bethesda, MD 20814 

RE: Petition CP03-2 Public Meeting Held May 30,2006 

Dear Mr. Stratton: 

On behalf of the Power Tool Institute ("PTI"), I attended the May 30, 2006 public 
meeting requested by Mr. Stephen Gass and others concerning the above-referenced Petition. 
You, and several members of your staff, also attended the meeting. I serve as Legal Counsel to 
the Power Tool Institute and am writing on behalf of PTI to address several statements and 
representations Mr. Gass made during that meeting. 

The first matter PTI wants to clarify concerns the reasons the table saw industry has not 
licensed Mr. Gass's technology. Mr. Gass suggested the reason industry has not licensed his 
SawStop technology is because the table saw manufacturers somehow have colluded to avoid 
licensing the technology and to drive Mr. Gass and his SawStop company out of business. In 
fact, nothing could be further from the truth. Mr. Gass's statements in this regard are nothing 
more than baseless rhetoric designed to further Mr. Gass's attempt at monetary gain. The fact is 
that each manufacturer evaluated and assessed the technology, some more extensively than 
others, and each independently concluded that licensing the technology was not appropriate, 
particularly under the terms demanded by Mr. Gass. All of the table saw manufacturers 
identified significant problems associated with the technology, including such things as a 
propensity to inadvertently activate when cutting high moisture content wood.' Additionally, at 
the time of each company's evaluations, the technology was completely unproven and untested; 
only a prototype had been produced, and it had not been subject to any real world testing over 
time as would be necessary before any table saw manufacturer would introduce new technology 
such as this. The table saw manufacturers realized that, in order to determine if the SawStop 
technology could feasibly be incorporated into table saws and function reliably in a real world 
environment, significant additional evaluation, research, and development would be required. 
Although the concept of an electronic guard was interesting to industry members, the precise 
methodology offered by SawStop was inconsistent with industry's safety strategy of preventing 
contact with the blade. Despite this, and despite the other obvious shortcomings of the 
technology, industry recognized that the SawStop technology may, if developed further, assist in 
the engineering of an electronic guard that prevents contact with the blade. With this in mind, 

Many of the same problems identified by the table saw manufacturers were also identified by the German BIA and 
French INRS in their reports attached to Mr. Gass's initial Petition. 
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several manufacturers independently attempted to enter into negotiations with Mr. Gass for a 
license agreement so further development could be pursued. The end result was that not one 
manufacturer could come to terms with Mr. Gass. 

A significant reason no manufacturer entered into a license agreement with Mr. Gass 
relates to Mr. Gass's unprecedented and exorbitantly high royalty demand of 8% of the 
wholesale price of each saw. This royalty rate was extremely high under any circumstances and 
was particularly egregious in light of the fact that his technology had inherent design problems 
that had to be overcome, and the technology was, and still is, unproven in time and use. 

In addition to the unreasonable royalty rate demanded by Mr. Gass, Mr. Gass would not 
stand behind his technology and refused to indemnify manufacturers in the event the design did 
not work as promised. Mr. Gass also insisted upon retaining the intellectual property rights to 
any improvements to the operation, functionality, or design, which would have to be undertaken 
by the table saw manufacturers if there was to be any chance of incorporating the technology on 
mass produced table saws. In other words, Mr. Gass wanted the fruits of the manufacturers' 
labor in developing the technology. These issues, together with Mr. Gass's unreasonable 
demand for an 8% royalty for his undeveloped technology, insured that no table saw 
manufacturer could license the technology. Despite Mr. Gass's assertion that industry has 
teamed up against him, the true reason that no table saw manufacturer has licensed his 
technology is directly attributable to Mr. Gass's unreasonable motivation for monetary gain 
coupled with the inherent problems with h s  technology. It is ludicrous to suggest that, if Mr. 
Gass's technology is the panacea he claims, table saw manufacturers would forego the 
technology and, instead, join forces to drive Mr. Gass out of business. 

Absent any basis whatsoever, Mr. Gass also espoused that industry "stuck its head in the 
sand" concerning improvements to table saw safety. Far from "sticking its head in the sand", the 
entire table saw industry has pooled both monetary and engineering resources over the last 
several years in a focused effort that has resulted in significant advances in table saw safety, 
including the new UL 987 requirement that a rise and fall riving knife be included on all table 
saws and the anticipated acceptance by UL of new and improved guarding criteria that will 
greatly increase the incidence of guard usage. As referenced in previous correspondence, the 
injury rate on table saws has continued to decline over the last several years, and industry 
anticipates a continued decline with the new UL 987 requirements relating to the riving knife and 
improved guarding systems. Industry has also devoted significant engineering and monetary 
resources to investigate alternative hazard avoidance systems. Due to the inherent problems in 
getting this technology to function consistently and reliably in a real world environment, as well 
as Mr. Gass's extensive patent web, industry efforts in this regard have not yet proven 
successful. Nevertheless, the fact is that industry has aggressively pursued improvements to 
table saw safety and will continue to do so in the future. In the end, Mr. Gass's assertion that 
industry has "stuck its head in the s a n d  is not only baseless, but is belied by the facts. 

On a related topic, Mr. Gass suggested at the meeting that he has made significant 
improvements in his product since it was initially presented to the various power 
toolmanufacturers for evaluation. In this regard, he implicitly acknowledged that the device he 
submitted for evaluation did, in fact, have shortcomings. In an effort to discern whether Mr. 
Gass has, in fact, made improvements to the SawStop technology over what was previously 
evaluated, various table saw manufacturers have recently attempted to purchase an "off the line" 
SawStop table saw for in house testing and evaluation, which is a usual and customary practice 
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among all manufacturers. Mr. Gass has expressly refused to sell a SawStop table saw to any 
table saw man~facturer.~ In one instance, Mr. Gass actually canceled an order individually 
placed by a table saw manufacturer employee once Mr. Gass learned that the individual was 
employed with a table saw manufacturer. Thus, although Mr. Gass claims to have made 
numerous improvements to his technology, it is not known if those improvements have cured the 
inherent problems initially identified by various table saw manufacturers. Mr. Gass's cabinet 
table saw3, which is the only saw he sells, is not a consumer model and sells for over $4,000.00 
fully equipped. It has only been in the market for a little over a year. The reliability and 
effectiveness of the technology remains unproven. Will it work in 3, 5, or 10 years under real 
life conditions? We do know, however, that Mr. Gass made certain concessions at the May 30, 
2006 public meeting that leads one to believe that his technology still has significant problems 
with inadvertent activation. 

During the above-referenced meeting, the CPSC staff pointedly asked Mr. Gass about the 
rate of inadvertent activation or false trips. Mr. Gass refused to answer the question directly and, 
instead, attempted to define false trips as an instance where the unit activated when nothing 
touched upon the blade. Mr. Gass refused to provide any information as to the frequency of false 
trips where users were actually cutting wood and the wood caused the braking mechanism to 
activate. Although Mr. Gass refused to give any specific information about the frequency of 
false trips, he acknowledged that even his current production models must be placed in the 
"bypass mode" when one is cutting pressure-treated lumber that is "wet". Putting aside the fact 
that an operator can merely bypass the safety technology whenever he or she desires, the inherent 
problem with this scenario is that the user is left to determine when the wood is sufficiently 
"wet" in order to justify placing the SawStop technology in the bypass mode. There is little 
doubt that an operator is going to err on the side of placing the unit in the bypass mode anytime 
there is a chance that the unit could false trip. In those instances where the operator experiences 
a false trip, the operator will be forced to purchase a replacement braking cartridge costing 
$69.00 to $89.00 as well as a new blade costing up to $150.00. In a work place setting, 
significant down time with associated additional costs also will be incurred until the saw can be 
put back into operation. As such, it appears as though the phenomenon of inadvertent activation 
or false trips continues to be a significant problem with the SawStop technology. This is a 
critical problem for table saw manufacturers because marketing research shows that consumers 
will be extremely intolerable of even a minimal number of false trips. It is also important to note 
that, to date, Mr. Gass has only introduced an industrial cabinet saw model, which, as noted 
above, sells for in excess of $4,000.00 fully equipped. This large industrial cabinet saw is 
customarily used in a relatively controlled environment. Specifically, this saw is a large heavy 
unit that remains in place once it is set up. In contrast, the contractor model demonstrated by Mr. 
Gass at the May 30 meeting, which is not yet for sale, is a much more portable unit. Often, the 
unit is transported from job site to job site by contractors. A contractor saw will typically be 
used in more varied and harsher environmental conditions than the cabinet saw. There is 
absolutely no data on the reliability of the technology under these circumstances. Furthermore, a 
contractor saw is much more likely to be used to cut wet and pressure-treated lumber than would 

- - - 

2 Instead, Mr. Gass has offered to allow table saw manufacturers to test one of his units, providing that the testing 
take place in Mr. Gass's laboratories under Mr. Gass's supervision and observation. This would not allow any table 
saw manufacturer to do a complete and independent evaluation, and would force the manufacturers to educate Mr. 
Gass as to their protocol, evaluative approach, and problems identified. 

Parenthetically, Mr. Gass affirmatively stated to the Commission at the public hearing held on May 30, 2006 that 
hls cabinet saw had been "CSA certified". PTI believes this statement to be false. PTI has been advised by the 
Canadian Standards Association that it has no record of a SawStop certification. 
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be the case with a cabinet saw due to their regular use for decks, patios, and outdoor furnishings 
and construction. There can be little doubt that the frequency of false trips as well as the 
frequency of use of the bypass mode, will escalate exponentially with the use of the more 
portable contractor saw. 

PTI would next like to address Mr. Gass's statements regarding table saw injury data and 
the costs associated with implementation of the SawStop technology. In statements made by Mr. 
Gass together with a handout prepared by Mr. Gass and disseminated to the CPSC at the public 
meeting (a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A), Mr. Gass cited to a figure of 65,000 table 
saw injuries per year and an annual societal cost of $2,000,000,000 for these injuries. The 
figures cited by Mr. Gass appear to have come from the June 2003 CPSC Hazard Screening 
Report Power Tools & Workshop Equipment. As I am sure you are aware, the actual number of 
emergency room visits for table saw injuries as predicted by the NEISS database system was 
31,884 for the year 2001, which is the year referenced in that report. In the June 2003 CPSC 
report, the CPSC, using the Injury Cost Model Database, further projected that there was a total 
of 64,651 "medically treated" injuries relating to table saws in the year 2001. This appears to be 
the basis for Mr. Gass's statement that there are 65,000 injuries on table saws per year. 

Putting aside the fact that the CPSC7s projection of approximately 65,000 "medically 
treated" injuries relating to table saws is not intended as an accurate estimate of actual injuries, 
the number bears no relation to the types of injuries that potentially could be prevented or 
lessened with the SawStop technology. If one accepts as true the NEISS data projection of 
31,884 emergency room treated injuries from table saws in 2001, one must conclude that the 
other non-emergency room visit injuries that comprise the balance of the approximately 65,000 
"medically treated" injuries are not significant blade contact injuries. Stated simply, if a user 
sustains a blade contact injury with the blade turning - the only type of injury SawStop has a 
potential for preventing - that individual most certainly would go to the emergency room. Mr. 
Gass's attempt to use the June 2003 CPSC estimate of 64,651 "medically treated" injuries in 
assessing the impact of the SawStop technology is therefore misleading. Likewise, Mr. Gass's 
reference to the CPSC estimate of nearly $2,000,000,000 in societal costs from table saw injuries 
is equally misleading and perhaps disingenuous. In the June 2003 report, the CPSC utilized the 
projection of 64,651 "medically treated" table saw injuries and applied the Injury Cost Model 
("ICM") computer database to arrive at a figure of $1,966,863,160 in medically attended injury 
costs for table saw injuries. Mr. Gass cites this figure as an actual estimate of societal cost 
relating to table saw injuries. In reviewing the June 2003 report, this is clearly not what is 
intended or even expressed by the CPSC. In particular, the CPSC states in footnote 5 of the 
report that: 

"These estimates are indices, not actual estimates of expected injury cost 
reduction ... The figures in the table do not represent any actual estimate of the cost 
associated with any of the product groups for a specific year. They were 
developed, using the data available, to provide indices for the purpose of 
comparison." 

After misrepresenting that the $2,000,000,000 figure is the annual society cost from table 
saw injuries, Mr. Gass goes on to state that the first year benefit from adopting a standard 
requiring SawStop technology would be $400,000,000. Mr. Gass's estimate in this regard is 
fundamentally flawed in numerous respects and is completely unsupported. As a threshold 
matter, he assumes that, in the event that his Petition is granted and all saws are required to 
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incorporate the SawStop technology, 20% of all table saw injuries will involve a SawStop saw 
(see Exhibit A). This apparently is based on data contained on Page 13 of the June 2003 CPSC 
report which states that of all saw injuries (not limited to table saws) that were evaluated, one out 
of every five saws (20%) involved were one year old or newer. Mr. Gass fails to recognize that 
percentage is a subset of the 42% that were ten years old or less. Thus, the actual figure for 
saws that were one year old or newer derived from the data in the June 2003 CPSC report is not 
20%, but is slightly less than 8 '/z %. We must also keep in mind that these statistics were based 
on only 225 actual reports of all4 saw injuries occurring over only a three-month period in 
2001. In arriving at his figure of $400,000,000 on Exhibit A, which Mr. Gass represents as the 
first-year benefit from adopting the SawStop technology, Mr. Gass erroneously applies the 20% 
figure to the $2,000,000,000 societal cost projection contained in the June 2003 CPSC report. In 
the final analysis, Mr. Gass's statement that there will be a first-year benefit of $400,000,000 by 
adopting the new standard is completely baseless and unsupported. Not only is the 20% figure 
wrong, but his reliance on the figure of $2,000,000,000 as an actual estimate of injury costs is 
misplaced. 

Likewise, Mr. Gass's calculations in his handout relating to the industry cost to implement 
the technology is equally flawed. First, he provides a figure of $200,000,000 as the "estimated 
total annual U.S. market for table saws". There is no authority cited for this figure. Next, Mr. 
Gass cites to Page 34 of the Power Tool Institute Comment to Petition CP03-2 for the proposition 
that the one-time cost to saw manufacturers to redesign saws to accommodate the new technology 
will be $70,000,000. In fact, a review of the Petition at Page 34 and elsewhere does not reveal 
support for that figure. The true cost for manufacturers to implement the design is not completely 
known at this time. It could easily far exceed $70,000,000 if you include research and 
development, as well as other costs relating to replacement of current production equipment. The 
end result is that, again, the figures contained in Mr. Gass's handout are inaccurate, misleading 
and unsupported. 

PTI also wants to correct Mr. Gass's statements at the hearing regarding the potential of 
the SawStop technology to prevent injury from kickback. According to Mr. Gass, he believes that 
a kickback accident scenario does not present a different accident scenario than any other blade 
contact injury. Mr. Gass says that the SawStop technology will prevent severe injury during 
kickback in the same manner as in his hot dog demonstration. This is not only contrary to what 
Mr. Gass has stated previously, but is also contrary to common sense and the laws of physics. 
Attached as Exhibit B is a response by Mr. Gass to a letter to the editor in the January, 2004 
Woodshop News. The writer, an engineer from California, had taken the position that SawStop 
would not prevent most blade contact injuries that occur as a result of kickback. Mr. Gass 
responded by acknowledging that, "certainly, if the user pushes hard toward the blade and the 
wood is suddenly displaced, the hand would slip forward into the blade at a speed sufficient to 
cause more than a 1116th inch nick - perhaps even amputation - even with SawStop" (emphasis 
supplied). Mr. Gass has also acknowledged in other forums, including in his Petition to the 
CPSC, that "SawStop will not prevent all serious injuries or even all amputations from table saws" 
(see p6 fin4 of petition).' 

In response to questioning at the public hearing, Mr. Gass attempted to minimize the injury 
potential from kickback by analogizing the accident scenario to pulling a tablecloth out from 

Only 73% of the injuries involved table saws. 
5 The Owner's Manual for the SawStop cabinet saw also states, "[ilt is possible to be very seriously injured even 
with the SawStop system." (see SawStop Owner's Manual at Page 11). 
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under silverware on a table. Essentially, he argued that the hand remains in place while the wood 
is propelled out fiom under the hand during kickback. Again, this is completely contrary to what 
Mr. Gass has stated in writing. On Page 4 of Mr. Gass's Petition, he acknowledges that during 
kickback, the blade "propels the work piece back toward the user at a high velocity. When this 
happens, the user's hand may be carried into the blade because of the sudden and unexpected 
movement of the work piece." According to Mr. Gass in his original Petition, the SawStop 
technology only results in minimal injury as depicted in the hot dog demonstration at a feed rate 
of approximately 12 inches per second. During kickback, the approach to the blade can be as high 
as 200 inches per second, in which case a severe injury, including an amputation, can occur with 
the SawStop technology. Significantly, Mr. Gass acknowledged at the public meeting that up to 
40% of all table saw accidents are from k i~kback .~  Mr. Gass also does not dispute that the 
SawStop technology does nothing to prevent kickback. In contrast, the likelihood of kickback and 
any resulting injury is extremely unlikely if the saw is equipped with the rise and fall riving knife 
and barrier guard assembly as required by UL 987. We must not lose sight of the fact that the 
barrier guard, when in use, remains the single most effective mechanism to prevent injury on a 
table saw. Although, admittedly, there are no statistics currently available, common sense dictates 
that the user of a SawStop equipped table saw is less likely to utilize the barrier guard, falsely 
believing that, if an accident happens, the worst injury he will get is a nick in his finger.7 This 
certainly is not the case when there is a rapid approach to the blade such as can occur with 
kickback. In that case, the barrier guard will protect the operator. 

The final issue PTI wants to address concerns Mr. Gass's statements regarding his 
motivation for pursuing the Petition. When questioned as to why he would want the CPSC to 
regulate him out of a competitive advantage, Mr. Gass essentially suggested that he is not in this 
for the money, but rather is motivated by the "ethical issue" of having the technology available to 
all consumers. In the course of these discussions, Mr. Gass also suggested to the Commission that 
his technology is only one way to meet the standard and that manufacturers would be free to 
develop their own technology. Mr. Gass's statements in this regard are false and made to mislead 
his audience. As referenced above, Mr. Gass has insisted fiom the beginning on an 8% royalty 
based on the wholesale price of the product. Even with technology that has been proven feasible 
over time, this royalty rate is usurious and unprecedented. There can be little question that 

This figure is consistent with data referenced in the May 2003 CPSC report entitled "Injury Associated with 
Stationary Power Saws". In that report, which sampled all saw injuries over a three-month period in 2001, 28% of 
injuries occurred during kickback and an additional 11% occurred when the saw blade caught or jammed on the 
work piece. Interestingly, data from the May 2003 CPSC report also show that only 13% of the injuries resulted 
when the operator was reaching for something and contacted the blade and an additional 41% resulted from 
inadvertent contact with the blade during the cutting operation. 
' The unusually high accident rate on Mr. Gass's SawStop table saws suggests that users of his saws are not using 
the barrier guard supplied with the saw. Mr. Gass's has represented that he has sold 2,000 cabinet saws in 
approximately the last year and a half and that the users of these table saws have been involved in 50 blade contact 
accidents of which Mr. Gass is aware. This is an accident rate of approximately one accident for every 40 SawStop 
table saws in the market. In contrast, PTI estimates that there are nearly 10,000,000 traditional table saws in use in 
the market place today. Even if one assumes the accuracy of the NEISS data, there were approximately 39,000 
emergency room visits from table saw injuries in the year 2004. Certainly, not all of these were blade contact 
injuries. In reviewing the data on the 692 actual accidents reported through the NEISS system in 2002, only 70% 
involved blade contact injuries. Even if one assumes that there are 30,000 blade contact table saw injuries per year, 
which is a reduction of only 25% of the approximately 40,000 reported in 2004, that yields an accident rate of one 
for every 333 table saws in use. As any study of the accident data shows, when the barrier guard is in use, the 
likelihood of a blade contact injury is very low. As such, it appears as though users of the SawStop cabinet saw are 
using the supplied barrier guard at a significantly decreased rate when compared to use of the barrier guard on more 
traditional table saws. 
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Mr. Gass and the SawStop corporation are motivated by monetary gain, not ethics. This is why 
Mr. Gass and his company have filed broad and far reaching patent applications that exceed the 
scope of the SawStop technology. Despite Mr. Gass's representations to the Commission at the 
May 30, 2006 meeting that his technology is only one way to meet his proposed standard, Mr. 
Gass has been quoted as stating, "[wle believe that it will be difficult to come up with anything 
that was outside the scope of our patents." (The Oregonian, December 23, 2004, attached as 
Exhibit C). Mr. Gass's announcement to the Commission that he is primarily motivated by ethical 
and societal concerns is not only belied by his prior statements and unreasonable contract terms, 
but also by his actions in constructing a broad and intricate patent web to preclude anyone from 
complying with the proposed standard without agreeing to his exorbitant 8% royalty rate. Mr. 
Gass has also stated on numerous occasions that the SawStop technology was easily developed in 
his garage and that industry should have developed the technology on its own many years ago. If 
this were true and if Mr. Gass's true motivation was ethical and societal concerns, and not 
monetary gain, then why does Mr. Gass continue to insist on an unreasonably high royalty rate of 
8% to license his technology? The answer is obvious. 

In sum, any further action by the CPSC on Mr. Gass's Petition would result not only in the 
granting of an impermissible design patent, but also would grant Mr. Gass a virtual monopoly in 
terms of compliance with the standard. Who knows what Mr. Gass may demand in terms of a 
royalty if that were to occur. Alternatively, Mr. Gass would not have to license the technology to 
anyone and, instead, theoretically could choose to market and sell the only saw that would comply 
with the new standard. This certainly is not the intent of the Consumer Product Safety Act. As 
the Commission is aware, there is a valued and longstanding voluntary standard procedure 
currently in place. UL 987 has been recently revised to require new safety features for table saws 
and, in short order, will undergo further revisions enhancing the safety requirements for table 
saws. PTI is confident that the new and improved guarding requirements to be included in UL 
987, as well as the requirement for a riving knife, will have a far greater impact on table saw 
safety than would mandating SawStop technology. As stated by David Thiel, a professional 
woodworker with many years experience, in an October 2005 article on SawStop in Popular 
Woodworking, "[iln fact, we all agree that this one feature (referring to the riving knife) is 
probably a more important safety feature than the SawStop mechanism (a copy is attached as 
Exhibit D)." 

In the end, the CPSC should allow consumers to determine whether they are willing to pay 
the extra costs associated with the SawStop technology. Mr. Gass's SawStop saws are on the 
market, and, according to Mr. Gass, he will soon be offering a consumer oriented contractor saw 
that will be available to the public, albeit at a $200 to $400 price premium. If the technology is as 
good as Mr. Gass claims, consumers can decide whether they are willing to pay a $200 - $400 
premium to have the SawStop technology on their saw. The Government should not impose that 
on every consumer, thereby bypassing the existing voluntary standards environment in which the 
table saw manufacturers have, and continue, to operate. It would be inappropriate for the 
govemment to impose a single technology, in an industry that already devotes substantial 
resources to the development of voluntary standards and the safety of the consumer. Furthermore, 
the Commission should not facilitate Mr. Gass's clear plan to use it to his monetary advantage. 
Finally, Mr. Gass has represented that his desire is to incorporate the SawStop technology on all 
power tools, including routers, band saws, circular saws, and miter saws, as well as on other 
consumer products such as sewing machines. There is little question that if the Commission 
allows Mr. Gass to proceed any further on his request to have the Commission mandate his 



Harold D. Stratton 
June 12,2006 
Page 8 of 8 

technology, he will be back to the Commission year after year seeking an ever increasing 
monopoly. 

The power tool industry has a history of dedication to responsible development of its 
products, and an ongoing dedication to provide not merely the appearance of safety using 
unproven gismos, but the most appropriate design for the real needs of the consumer, as evidenced 
by our current cooperative ventures undertaken with the assistance of the Power Tool Institute. 

In closing PTI again respectfully requests that the CPSC deny the Petition CP03-2. 

Sincerely, 

Art Herold 
Webster, Chamberlain & Bean 

SMYIcls 
enclosure 
cc: Patsy Semple 

PTI Board of Directors 
PTI Joint Venture - Mechanical Guarding 
PTI Joint Venture Committee 



Handout for the CPSC Open Meeting re Petition CP 03-2 
May 30,2006 

Actual Costs of Additional Components Necessary to Implement the 
Technology In a Contractor Saw 

Benefit and Cost Analysis for the First Year 

Benefit Calculation: 

Cost Calculation: 

Annual societal costs from table saw injuhes 
(CPSC report dated 6/03) 

% of table saws that are 1 year old or newer 
involved in accidents (CPSC report dated 5/03) 
First year benefit from new standard 

($2,00OM x 20%) 

Estimated total annual US market for table saws 
Assumed O/O retail price increase due to new 
technology, including any additional cost of spare 
brakes and blades due to non-finger actuations of 
the brake (this percentage is drastically overstated 
to show that the benefit exceeds the cost under any 
conceivable price increase) 
Maximum one-time cost to saw manufacturers to 
redesign saws to accommodate the new 
technology (Comment of PTI to Petition, p. 34 

$2,000,000,000 

20°/0 

$400,000,000 

First year cost of the new standard 
($200M x 100% + $70M) ( $270,000.WO 

Total first year net benefit $1 30,000,000 





Safety hits a block 

Thursday, December 23,2004 
TED SICKTNGER 
The Oregonian 
The table saw, many woodworkers say, is the most dangerous tool they own. 

Every year, thousands of Americans -- from weekend hobbyists to professional 

cabinetmakers -- mutilate themselves using one. 

U.S. hospitals treated an estimated 37,000 injuries resulting from table saw use 

in 2003 alone. More than three-quarters of injuries resulted from contact with the 

blade, including 4,100 amputations, according to the Consumer Product Safety 

Commission. The agency estimated the cost of table saw injuries in 2001 at 

nearly $2 billion. 

What if you could prevent many of those injuries, or ,turn them into nothing more 

serious than a paper cut? 

Stephen Gass, a Wilsonville patent attorney, physics doctorate holder and 

inventor, claims it's already possible. But after four years trying to license a 

technology he calls SawStop to major power tool companies, he's convinced they 

aren't interested in adopting it -- at any price. 

The companies say the product isn't proven. Gass drew a different conclusion: 

"They couldn't figure out how to make more money doing it." 

So Gass and two fellow attorneys quit their day jobs at a downtown Portland law 

firm and started their own saw company, taking on the industry behemoths from 

a barn in Wilsonville. Their four-year odyssey -- which has drawn opposition from 

some woodworkers -- shows how difficult it can be for entrepreneurs to break into 

a market dominated by large companies, even if they're offering what looks like 

an innovative technology. 



In early December 04, SawStop shipped its first saws to paying customers. 

Despite criticism from some quarters, the inventors' gizmo, as well as the saw 

they designed, is winning influential converts. 

"lt's better than any saw we have on the American market," said Kelly Mehler, a 

cabinetmaker, educator and author of The Table Saw Book, widely considered 

the reference book on the tool. 

Gary Rogowski, another well-known cabinetmaker, writer and owner of the 

Northwest Woodworking Studio in Portland, has been testing a pre-production 

SawStop since April and thinks it ought to be standard issue in high school 

shops. 

"lt's such cheap insurance," Rogowski said. "You see people at woodworking 

shows, and they proudly hold up their symbol of stupidity, which is a missing 

digit." 

'The invention Steve Gass' workshop is hardly average. At 4,000 square feet, it's 

more than twice the size of his neighboring house. Its impressive collection of 

woodworking machinery is laid out next to an array of electronics fit for a high- 

tech company. 

Workbenches are littered with soldering irons and circuit boards. Networking 

cables from oscilloscopes and computers trail into the bowels of table saws. 

Gass and his partners have been down the invention road before, developing a 

bread slicer, a garbage disposal and a music kiosk. But their SawStop quest 

stemmed from Gass' personal passion for collecting tools. He acquired the habit 

from his dad while growing up on a farm in Hermiston. 

The eureka moment, Gass says, came one day when he was standing in his 

shop next to a 40-year-old table saw, and wondered how quickly a saw blade 

would have to stop to prevent a serious injury. 

Figuring that a blade turns at about 4,000 rpm, and that woodworkers typically 

feed wood into the blade at the rate of 1 foot a second, he calculated that the 

blade would have to stop less than 118 inch from the point it contacted ,flesh, in 

about 111 00th second. 



Using his physics knowledge, he figured it would take about 1,000 pounds of 

force to decelerate a blade of standard weight in 10 milliseconds or less -- about 

1130th the blink of an eye. "That struck nie as very doable," Gass said. 

The key difference 

Next he had to figure out how the saw would know the difference between a 

piece of wood and a finger. 

What he came up with is an electrical system that operates like a touch lamp. By 

inducing a small charge on an electrically isolated saw blade, he could detect 

when an operator touched the blade because the body would absorb some of the 

signal. 

A system monitoring the signal, in turn, could detect a voltage drop characteristic 

of a human body, then trigger an industrial-strength spring to plunge a saw brake 

into the spinning blade. 

Gass built a prototype and started to experiment, feeding a hot dog sitting on a 

piece of wood into a saw's moving blade and videotaping the results. 

Crude as the experiment sounds, it worked. Hot dogs were spared serious injury. 

Gass quickly contacted Delta Machinery, one of the largest table saw 

manufacturers. He sent them video. He made repeated calls. Four months later, 

he said he received an answer: The marketing guys didn't want to do it. 

Delta's new parent company, Black & Decker Corp., declined to comment for this 

article. But Gass says the message to him was sirr~ple: "Safety doesn't sell." 

Trying to break in upon buying a new saw, many woodworkers remove the blade 

guard and another device, called a splitter, designed to keep wood from being 

thrown back at the operator. They assume the devices wouldn't prevent an 

accident anyway. 

Gass was convinced he had a better system, one woodworkers would embrace. 

So he persuaded three of his closest friends at work to come in with him, sinking 



significant time into patenting his invention, and about $160,000 of their own 

money to build a decent-looking prototype of their saw. 

Over the next year and a half, they won a prestigious award at an industry trade 

show, performed countless hot dog demos and continued to refine their 

technology. They also met with most of the biggest American power tool 

companies and r. 
At first, they expected to license their technology, for 8 percent of the wholesale 

cost of a table saw. Two companies expressed serious interest in a deal. 

In the end, however, they got no takers. 

So in April 2003, Gass, David Fanning and David Fulmer filed a petition with 

Consumer Product Safety Commission to make the SawStop technology a 

mandatory performance standard on all table saws. 

At that point, Gass says, the tool companies circled their wagons. 

Industry response Gass claims saw makers are colluding to suppress his 

technology. On one hand, they don't want to retrofit production lines. More 

important, he says, they want to avoid the product liability claims that could result 

because they failed to adopt a technology that could have prevented hand 

injuries. The industry doesn't buy it. 

Robert Romano, general counsel of WMH Tool Group Inc., owner of Jet 

Equipment, said SawStop is an interesting idea but ultimately an unproven 

technology. Moreover, he said Sawstop's inventors are unwilling to assume 

responsibility for design and performance if it were implemented as a licensed 

technology. 

Robert Bosch Tool Corp. said it is still evaluating the technology. Black & Decker 

declined to cornnient, as did Emerson Electric Co., owner of Home Depot's 

Ridgid brand of tools. 



A trade group called the Power Tool lnstitute did respond to the petition that 

SawStop filed with the Consumer Product Safety Commission in April 2003. 

Calling it speculative and untested technology, the institute claimed in a 

November 2003 filing that the costs to consumers and manufacturers would far 

outweigh any benefit realized, and that the patent protection was so broad that 

granting the petition would create a monopoly for Sawstop's inventors. 

Furthermore, the trade group said that independent testing of a SawStop 

prototype by the group's members concluded that there was an unacceptably 

high level of false trips on equipped saws. 

Trade members venture 

A month earlier, however, the Power Tool Institute filed notice with the 

Department of Justice's antitrust division that its members had formed a joint 

venture and were sharing confidential information to develop "tect~nology for 

power saw blade contact injury avoidance, including skin sensing systems, blade 

braking systems, and/or blade guarding systems." 

The institute says that 18-month project is ongoing. 

Gass figures the effort is designed to squelch his technology or get around his 

patents. 

'That may not be easy. He and his partners have more than 50 patents on the 

technology, covering not only table saws but also sirr~ilar systems for band saws, 

circular saws and other power tools. 

"We believe it would be difficult to come up with anything that was outside the 

scope of all our patents," Gass said. 

Going it alone Having failed to license the technology to saw companies, Gass 

and his partners raised about $3 million from investors and started their own 

company. 

"It's kind of a strange thing," said Fanning, a former patent lawyer, non- 

woodworker and now vice president of SawStop. "We're three guys sitting out 

here in a barn in Oregon, going up against rrrultibillion-dollar companies." 



Instead of trying to compete with the big boys on price, SawStop has tried to 

design the Rolls Royce of American table saws, building a heavier-duty saw that 

has features typically found ordy on European models that sell for $10,000 and 

more. 

The first pre-production shipment arrived in April, and in early December 04 

SawStop started shipping saws to consumers. 

"It's a beautiful saw," said Grant Garner, facilities manager at Classic 

Manufacturing Northwest, a maker of wooden heating vents that has been testing 

two saws since April. "We have two now and three or four more on order." 

It also sells for a premium price, nearly $2,900 all in. That's roughly double the 

price of a Delta Unisaw and 25 percent more than a Powermatic 66, widely 

considered the workhorses of the woodworking industry. 

Gass says SawStop has a backlog of 850 orders, which it hopes to fill by spring. 

The company is developing cheaper saws and other tools with the technology. 

Gass says he has been approached by lawyers looking to launch product liability 

suits that ~~ltimately could force companies to license his technology. 

That threat, along with the company's efforts to get its technology mandated, is 

one reason that SawStop has beer1 pilloried as a get-rich-quick scheme by many 

woodworkers. Many think the government has no more business mandating saw 

safety standards than it does forcing auto companies to put seat belts and air 

bags in cars. 

Gass doesn't deny he's out to make money -- potentially a lot. But he also thinks 

he's doing the right thing. 

"When some kid comes up to me in five years holding out his hand and saying, 

'Look what I did on my table saw,' I want to be able to say I did everything I 

could," he said. 

Ted Sickinger: 503-221-8505; tedsickinger@news.oregonian.com 



A safe tablesaw -that's th t  
hdy grail ofwoodworking 
machinery, and that'shuw 

many woodworkers view the Saul- 
Stop cabinet saw. We'vespent thc 
last three months using the Saw- 
Stop cabinet saw inourslwp&ilv. 
We're impressed, but we also haw 
some improvements to suggest. 

Rut first, let's look at the con- 

SPECIFICATIONS 
SawStop Cabinet Saw 
Street price: $2,995 (as tested) 
Motor: 3 hp, 230V, 1 ph. 

(tested) (5 hp opt.) 
Weight: 640 Ibs. 
Performance: -083 
Price range: SSSSS 
SawStop: 866-SAWSTOP 

or sawstop.com 

What we like (and dislike) about 

this revolutionary machine. 

cept behind the SawStop safety 
system. An  elcctrical signal is 
p'wed thrargh the blade and this 
signal :s monitored brchanges in 
ctmductivity. Wood and humans 
have si,snificantly difkrcnt electri- 
cal conductivity signals, and the 
SawStap system is able ro recog. 
n i x  this difference. 

The system doesn't react when 
woodo& the blade. However, 
whcna perm cont'acts thc blade, 
thc system reacts dramatically. 

The  brake (a block of alu- 
minum called a brake pawl) is 

launched by aspring into the saw- 
blade'steeth The blade'steethcut 
into the pawl and bind, stupping 
the blade inabout 'hiknh ofasec- 
ond. At the same timethe motor 
stops and the blade drops be lw  
the table. No other saw on the 
market has this safety feature. 

First Impressions 
The saw came into our shop in 
g w ~ 1  shape; so setting it up went 
quickly.The saw was well aligned 
and ~liiln't need muchadjustment 
bcfore out first ux. 

by the Popular Wocdtcvrkingstaff 

Comn~encs orqucnions! Conwcc I h i J  l'KclatSl3-531.26Wcxt. 1255 
m&vid.thielOfwpub~.c~~~n, 

Thcre were a couplc features 
that u-e were fond of right oi~t of 

the cnre.Thchlade-hcight adjust- 
ment WJSSIIKX I( h itnd free I~JXJC- 

lash, which ride it easy to nuke 
s~nnll height ~Qusrments. 

~ l ~ ~ a v ~ ~ ~ f i f f & ~ h a . ~ ' c a t ~ i t r ~  
t h ~ .  uurrntirc.fl:@& lnh (GAL 
iir.rr41u o~vs.fi~Am.~ci.w.t~ table 

,~w:.[n.fact. . : i~ iilt agreed: thhr.' 
t h k ~ w f ~ ~ ~ t u e i s ~ r u l i d ~ . a m o p ~  
t m ~ m i l r .  afc.tv,f~~~' ~fm.; ~Iw 
$h\v~k~rnrchantm~. 

The orer;ired paddle switch 
is convenient, bur the staff had 
nlixed rxperiences with its lWl- 
tion.Sme l i kcdk i~n l~ l e  toturn 
oflthe saw hy pushing their leg 
fman l .  Others found tha: it ~m 
It~atcdsc~clo.sc torhc t;tblc's~~lge 
that it w:~swccident;\lly turndoff 
duringa cut nwfreclucntlv. 



Looking a Little Deeper 
After aun~pleafweeksof~ac w c  

I noticed s j i c  things on the u- 
that wverrdigl~tl~ disappointing il l  

-I u rlw costing nearly $3,000. 
The rip fence is offered as an 

.I option anJ  is priced ahvut t l ~ c  

I same ncr Hiescmeyer fmcc. l k ~ t  it 
fell shwr of the Biesttmc3vr te~we's 
high quaIity.(l~rinitial fence hid 
some slrtppincss and i~ bow in the 
face.% marwfxturcradmitteJ , x)nw ~nan~~fiicturingdifficulties 
i~nd rcplitinl the ~ W I C ~  withi1 k t -  
tcr version. 

Whcn setting the fence, wc 
Rmnd the cttrsor nearly unrwtl- 
ahle, and we pulled the cursor off 
our Powerm~tic 66 to replace ir 1 about a blfanhnurafterthcsilw 

1 was put in service. The sci~le on 
thek~xerail wasalsohd to n-d, 
with allofthefrxthral litles ~ l w  
satne length. We also replaced 
rhis. Again, after speaking with 
the manufacturer, we were told 
that the scale was already being 
redaced for future shipments. 

T h e  saw has a two-wrench 
system for holding the arbor to 
change blades and that's a good 
idea. But the wrench openings 
were slightly oversized, chewing 
up the nut after ashort period. 

The  opening in the tabletop 
to teach the  6111de has plenty 
of room to the left of the blade 
(where you never put your hand) 
and not enough on the righr. 

Tha t  space is also the main 

cartridge. It's lucessiry toswitclr 
cartridges every time you switch 
hetwecn a tladosct and a regular 
blide, and wrfatnd that changing 
thecartridgr~lidn't take too long 
after a couple swaps. We did find 
thatcr~reofthctwoposts that the 
cartridge mounts on isn't visible 
from above. Togct the cartridge 
started yol~have tcrdo itby feel, or 
crawl under the outfeed table. 

Wa.testetl a 3 3oncp61uwr 
mitiYe1 of the Slt\r,St+:~p ~ b i n r - r  

The pawl brake cartridge is shown here in pbce h the Here pu can see the results of a standard test of the 
saw. The mechanism mounts over two studs and k held saw. A hot dog ( u d  to s.nnubte a digit) was bid flat on 
in place with a locking key. Changing out the cartridge a board and pushed quickly into the spinning b1ade.m 
(a wider pawl brake is required when using a dado set) is pawl break tanridge functioned perfectty here, stopping 
easier than we anticipated. thebbdeveryqukkty,atdonlyonfynidting tkhotdop. 

were at first d i i i n t e d  because 
the  h~a to r f  ti a ~ d t t p y e t d .  
 noth her chat with themanufac- 
turcr~tQn8ii&.a~pr&ILi~ ~ i r h  
. thp4lt- Chce replaced, the saw 
perfornled like a 3 hp Unisaw. 

T h e  blade is shrouded to 
improve dust collection (which 
it does). A dooris mountedon the 
right side of the shroud to allow 
access to the SawStop cartridge 
from below the table. We found 
that this door can be stuck open 
w i n s t  the saw frame. If this hap- 
pens, tilting the arbor can snap 
the door off (as wc did). 

Along with the riving knife,a 
standard bladeguard is included. 
While t h ~ y u a ~ - ~ a ~ ~ j ~ r v ~ ~ c -  
.may ~~st~~kMadrgu~~rls.. 
it caqGln't be r~heciwhen:n~aL+~. 
vcry:rliir'rip (when you would 
want rouse it) nncl thca.~ri-kick- 
b p ~ : p ; ~ ~ l ~ i ~ ~ ~ i i c ! r r d ~  rc.& h p r ~  ill.-. 
i-11g.ik-ik.@qthdibl~{'~'~ 

'The Mechanism 
Ofcourse you want toknow how 
the safety mechanism itself func- 
tions. We have good and not-so- 
pod newsabout tllat.The by-now 
well-kncnvnhotdog test provided 
dnmatic a d  perfect results,stop 
ping the blade immediately with 
lirtled;~map to thc hot dog. 

firing ofthe hrakc mtthanism. 
AfterdrangingtheMadecart* 
wer to our dado set the cartridp 
fired as the saw was turned back 
or~damagingoneofthe cuttcrson 
our expensivedado set. Sawstop 
shipped a replacement c a d g e  
wernlght, but ifyou were operat- 
ingabusiness.you'd hout$60to 
$70 for a new cartridge as well as 
the price of a new dado set. 

Representatives of the com- 
pany tdd us that the computer 
chip information from the Lred 
cartridge indicated that the space 
calibration between the bkde and 
the pawl was at fault, though we'd 
succesdully used thesamedadoset 
and cartridgeon the saw a number 
of timesbefore the misfire. 

The Bottom Line 
I ~ s e e ~ l l k c ~ c ' r t  kiting up on 
SawS~opherc, hut overall 
t hhk  t h w .  isn;aur;ccsn, Wcie 
more than wllfing to chalk up 
some of our disappointments to 
a first-time saw manufacturer. We 
feel confident SawStop is cur- 
rently addressing many of these 
concerns in a proactive manner. 
As these improwmentscontinue, 
the steep price ofthe saw will be 
n m  mumable inlight ofpmvid- 
irrg a safersaw alternative. PW 

A riving knife serves as a sprmer 
behind the blade, keeplng materld 
from binding after being cut. More 
importantly, it m o m  up and down 
with the Made and can be used 
when making grooves anddados, 
while a standard splitter can't. 

PROS: 
+ Beefy trunnions 
+ Riving knife 
+ SawStop system 

for safety 
+ Dust-collection shroud 
+ Oversized onloff switch 
+ Generally well-made saw 

CONS: 
- Qrtrldgemkffte 

wath dado 
- ptroF.fe~scsle - 0 d l u e d t i 3 k e  
- WMwM 

tooea!$tofilt 
- WIT$* - Cautiwl Is required with 

dustMsdwK 




