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Myron does have a few valid points.  
· Compliance testing is in fact required to be performed on a randomly collected sampling of each batch.  Given that flower material is inhomogeneous, it is possible that the results of one preroll would not be reflective of the results of the entire batch.  
· The DCC mandates that for compliance testing, a minimum of 0.5g of material be used for both potency and moisture analysis.  Given the lack of sample provided, we had to modify our method to accommodate both tests.  
· The moisture result is unusually high.  The lab advised there was a significant amount of unidentified sticky material on the outside of the preroll.  It's possible that the THCA diamonds and/or live resin may have attracted moisture content.  
One other point that he missed:
· It's possible that the preroll is not shelf stable and that the cannabinoid content degraded between the time Bel Costa performed the initial analysis, and we tested our sample.
That all being said:
· We still believe our results to be valid, even though we used less than the sample amount stipulated by the DCC for compliance testing.  
· The dry % results are moisture corrected, so the presence of an unusually high amount of moisture would not be the cause of the lower results.
· It's not the lab's job to determine what the results should be, but what they actually are.  The fact that other infused pre-rolls typically have higher cannabinoid content is irrelevant to the discussion of which lab's results are correct.
· Likewise, Bel Costa's history operating as a cannabis lab is irrelevant to the discussion of which lab's results are correct.  Anresco has a far more extensive history than Bel Costa, both in general (1943) and in cannabis testing (2015), but that doesn't make us inherently better or more right.
· Anresco's methods are likewise approved by the DCC and fall under our ISO 17025 scope of accreditation maintained by ANAB.  Again, this doesn't equate to proof of correctness.  No lab is going to write potency inflation into their method.  Labs can inflate potency using a variety of techniques unrelated to the method utilized (e.g. selectively sampling material, using advantageous reference materials, not prepping or weighing out samples correctly, manipulating the instrument integrations, etc.).
This one result in a vacuum does not definitively prove or disprove the cannabinoid results for this batch were inflated.  But taken in the broader context of the study you submitted (and other samples ACIL member labs have tested), where every single sample was found to be significantly below their label claims, sometimes egregiously so, it's clear that there is a significant and systematic inflation issue occurring in the industry.  

