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Standard Practice for Determination of the Converted Fraction of 
Starch and Cellulosic Content from a Renewable Fuel Production 
Facility

1) Scope
2) Referenced Documents
3) Terminology
4) Significance and Use
5) Test Method Requirements
6) Sample Collection Requirements
7) Sample Analysis
8) Converted Fraction Calculation
9) Converted Fraction Statistical Confidence Criteria
10)Variation Criteria for the Reported Percentage of D3 RINs
11)Keywords

• Renewable Fuel Producers 
• Analytical Laboratories 
• Technology Companies 
• Engineering Companies
• Enzyme Suppliers
• Government
• Academia 
• Technical Consultants



Why
• Needed for the industry

• Starting place for plants
• Test method accuracy and precision criteria
• Sample collection
• Analysis error
• Converted Fraction statistical confidence criteria
• RINs variation criteria

• Appendixes
• Subsamples 
• Standard error
• P-value
• Certification run variation
• Example calculations of converted fractions
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June 2018

• Subcommittee only
• Wanted feedback

• 4 Negatives, 3 comments
• Great feedback led to a more robust standard

• Terminology

• Statistics

• Editorial
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August 2018

• Concurrent—Main and Sub
• More feedback

• 3 Negatives, 2 comments
• Editorial

• Terminology

• Method

• Reference Material

• Reasonably accurate
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April/May 2019

• Concurrent --Original third ballot withdrawn due to typo on P-value

• Updated P-value

• Concurrent
• 1 Negative, 1 comment

• Method

• Editorial 

• Reasonably accurate

• EPA Guidance Document publishes



Current Definition of Reasonably Accurate in Pending 
ASTM Standard Practice WK63392:

5.1.1 Agreement of the test methods may be demonstrated by showing 

agreement of the test methods for starch and cellulosic content to a 

commercially available reference material with established and 

documented concentrations of starch and cellulosic content. When the 

commercially available reference material is analyzed the test methods 

shall achieve a mean test value that falls within 2 standard deviations 

of the mean certified values as documented with the commercially 

available reference material. Test values that fall within 2 standard 

deviations of the mean certified values are deemed reasonably 

accurate.



Reasonably Accurate Definition from May 2019, EPA 
Guidance Document:

EPA-420-B-19-022 

Based on our work with NIST, on feedback received from labs such as NREL, the 

National Corn to Ethanol Research Center, and other technical experts in the 

ethanol industry, and on EPA’s own modeling, we believe that reasonable accuracy 

should be demonstrated by validating that the results of a non-VCSB analytical 

method for calculating the cellulosic converted fraction are within 20 percent of 

the reported cellulosic value of a representative reference material.

Therefore, given our current understanding we believe that reasonable accuracy is 

generally achieved for the purposes of 40 CFR 80.1450(b)(1)(xiii)(B)(3) when values 

are within 20 percent of the reported cellulosic component of representative 

reference material.



1EPA-420-B-19-022

5.1.1  Agreement of the test method for cellulosic content may be demonstrated by 
showing agreement of the test method for cellulosic content to a commercially 
available reference material with established and documented concentrations of 
cellulosic content. When the commercially available reference material is analyzed 
the test method shall achieve a mean test value that falls within 20 percent of the 
reported cellulosic content value1 as documented with the commercially available 
reference material. Test values that fall within 20 percent of the reported cellulosic 
content value are deemed reasonably accurate.

Updated to ASTM document to language in the EPA Guidance 

Document
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August 2019
• Concurrent

• 1 Negative
• Some of the guidance outlined in the 

ASTM standard could be duplicative with 
EPA Guidance Document and not 
comprehensive of all parameters in the 
guidance. 
• ASTM regularly references and summarizes 

regulations from state and federal bodies 
to act as helpful resources to the reader 
and inform the user of applicable 
regulatory language. 

• Opinion that given the current state of 
the science it may not be appropriate to 
codify some of the guidance parameters 
in the document.
• The RFS has been in place since 2014, this 

ASTM document is serving to advance the 
science and improve on any existing 
processes that may already be in place to 
comply with the regulations. In the 
absence of this new ASTM document, the 
state of the science is clearly less than if it 
is adopted.

• Prefer this workgroup shift its efforts 
to evaluating a specific analytical 
method that could become a VCSB 
analytical method.
• At the 1st meeting of this workgroup 

on August 2, 2017, the minutes 
clearly reflect the fact that the 
scope of this workgroup was not to 
include analytical method 
development.

• Opinion related to the use of the 
description “commercially available” 
when referring to the reference 
material versus the language in the 
EPA Guidance Document that refers 
to a “representative” reference 
material.
• The terms “commercially available” 

and “representative” are not 
mutually exclusive terms and one 
was not meant to replace the other 
in the ASTM document.
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Pending 2019

• Administrative ballot to adjudicate the negative due to lack of 
technical reasoning.  This standard is ready to assist the industry and 
needs to be available.

• Before voting, please be clear as to what your vote means.
• AFFIRMATIVE – Indicates you SUPPORT THE ACTION in ruling the negative vote not persuasive and that you 

DO NOT AGREE WITH THE NEGATIVE VOTER

• NEGATIVE – Indicates that you DISAGREE in ruling the negative vote not persuasive and that you AGREE WITH 
THE NEGATIVE VOTER. Negative votes do not include a written statement.

• ABSTAIN – Indicated that you do not wish to vote to agree or not agree with the task group in ruling the 
negative vote not persuasive. It is preferable to abstain if you have no interest in the ballot item.



Get involved with industry relevant ASTM initiatives

Thank You!


