
ElectroMechanical Advisory Committee (EMAC) Meeting Summary
The Sheraton Columbia Hotel

Columbia, MD
Saturday, April 12, 2008

8:00 am – 12:00 pm

Meeting Minutes
1. Introductions
A brief introduction was given by each attendee of the meeting.

2. Review and Approval of Agenda

Two items were requested to be added to the agenda, see items #13 and #14 which were added to the agenda.  There was no further discussion and the agenda was approved by a unanimous vote.

3. Membership

The membership process was reviewed within the bylaws (A106) for the EMAC.  The EMAC membership list was also reviewed and there were numerous members who had not attended 50% of the meetings in the last two years.

A discussion ensued about the current policy regarding whether EMAC membership should be terminated based on lack of attendance per A106.  The consensus of the participating members was that regular participation was crucial and the current policy should remain in the EMAC bylaws.

Action item #1: B. Hackett to notify the members that have not met the attendance requirements identified in the EMAC bylaws (A106) that they will need to provide notification if they wish to continue as a member. Completion date: May 31, 2008.

4. Approval of Last Meeting Minutes 

B. Hackett informed the committee that the 2007 EMAC meeting minutes were distributed last year and all input was reviewed and entered in the 2007 minutes.  The 2007 EMAC meeting minutes were finalized and made available on the A2LA website in May 2007.  The committee was asked if any amendments to the meeting minutes should be considered.

A motion was made to accept last year’s minutes with no amendments.  The motion passed and the minutes were accepted.

5. Discussion of Proposed Updates to the EMAC Bylaws.

A discussion was held on the addition of members and voting members to the EMAC.  This discussion was in reference to sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the EMAC bylaws (A106).

Currently the EMAC bylaws require that members participate in the committee for a minimum of one year before they can be considered voting members.  A question was posed in regards to the current policy of requiring members to be voted into the committee as voting members.  The majority of the committee agreed that the current policy ensured that the committee was composed of individuals who brought technical expertise to the group without compromising the integrity of the advisory committee.

During the discussion, it was pointed out that if members had to be voted in by existing members, the possibility could exist that they could be excluded by the committee based on unpopular points.

The committee took this comment into consideration and felt that this was not an issue, but would consider a revision if someone felt that they were excluded from the committee based on their position on certain issues. 

The following individuals were up for consideration as voting members K. Williams, T. Rasinski, D. Waitt and T. Dickten.

A vote was held to add these members to the EMAC committee as voting members and the aforementioned individuals were approved to the EMAC committee as voting members by majority vote.

Action item #2: B. Hackett to add these members as voting members of the EMAC.  Completion date: May 31, 2008.

A discussion continued regarding sections 3.2 and 5.1 of the EMAC bylaws.  It was agreed that these sections warranted a further review and possible revision.

Action item #3: B. Hackett to revise sections 3.2 and 5.1 of the EMAC bylaws (A106) and forward any revisions to the EMAC Committee for consideration.

Completion date: May 31, 2008.

Action item #4:  If warranted, B. Hackett to add the revision of the EMAC bylaws (A106) sections 3.2 and 5.1 to the June 2008 Criteria Council agenda.

Completion Date: May 31, 2008.

6. Discussion on calibration vs. verification definitions based on VIM (L. Gradin)

A discussion about the differences between calibration and verification and how these are incorrectly being perceived in the industry was held.  It was pointed out by several members that there are numerous instances of inconsistencies between A2LA, testing laboratories and assessors on how they define these and implement these in regards to equipment.  

L. Gradin suggested that the document which had been created several years previously that contained definitions for these terms be reviewed and considered for usage.  It was agreed that this document should be reviewed against the current version of the VIM.

A motion was made to review this document against the recently released VIM and provide this document to the committee members for review/input. The motion passed.

Action item #5: B. Hackett to request the updated definitions document from 
L. Gradin which has been reviewed against the current version of the VIM and distribute to the committee for review. Completion Date: April 30, 2008.

Action item #6: B. Hackett to add this guidance document to the June 2008 Criteria Council agenda, after review from Committee. Completion Date: May 31, 2008.

A discussion was held regarding Surge generators and whether they required calibration or verification.  It was stated that on two separate assessments, the assessors cited deficiencies against not being calibrated; however, these deficiencies were deemed to be resolved by A2LA staff and the A2LA Accreditation Council based on the responses that verification only was required.  During the discussion, it was stated that a precedent had been set by A2LA in regards to this position.  
B. Hackett stated that the A2LA Accreditation Council, based on the laboratory’s responses would have made the acceptance of the resolution of those deficiencies.  Furthermore, she noted that the facts behind this decision were not known during the meeting and in no way was a precedent set by A2LA.  Refer to agenda item #11 for resolution of concern.

7. Discussion on Updating the Annex to the A2LA Policy on Measurement  Uncertainty for Electro-Mechanical Testing Labs

During the discussion on standards included on the Annex, it was stated that the latest versions of CISPR 11 and 22 now require measurement uncertainty.  CISPR 11 (edition 4 Amd 1 or earlier), CISPR 22 (5th edition or earlier) have been classified as category I/II on the Annex to the A2LA Policy on Measurement Uncertainty for Electro-Mechanical Testing Labs and an update to the annex is in order.

L. Gradin also discussed the product safety section of the annex and felt that some sections are no longer required.

Action item #7: T. Rasinski to review the IECEE-CTL/153/INF document for product safety testing and report the results back to B. Hackett so this may be included in the Annex if needed, and forwarded to the EMAC for review.  Completion date: May 15, 2008

Action Item #8: B. Hackett to revise the annex based on input from the EMAC committee and to add this to the June 2008 Criteria Council agenda.

Completion Date: May 31, 2008.

8. Discussion of Test Site Validation Above 1 GHz Using SVSWR Measurement 

During the discussion, it was reiterated that CISPR 22, Version 5.2 clearly states that test site validation above 1 GHz is required.  The committee was in agreement and as such, laboratories should be validating the test site and would be expected to provide this information for review during on-site assessments.

9. Discussion of Presentation of RRL Notices on Scopes 

During the discussion, it was stated that RRL notices may reference earlier versions of a referenced standard and the assessor should be aware of this.  It was noted during the discussion that the only items that should be listed on the Scope are the minimum requirements provided by NIST.  Anything more may result in confusion for the CAB and shows inconsistency on the scopes.

10. Discussion of NSA Measurement, IEC 61000-4-3 and IEC 61000-4-6 Requirements of Calibration of the Radiated Emissions Measurement Environment, Uniform Field and Test Signal Level, Respectively.  Do these constitute internal calibrations, which would need to meet the Traceability Policy T9? 
During this discussion, a question was posed as to whether the accuracy of the process of testing is being taken into account when determining pass/fail of the NSA measurement, and whether NSA measurements should be considered in-house calibration, and the requirements of the A2LA Traceability Policy Section T9 should be applied.

The consensus of the Committee is that the NSA is not an in-house calibration and the requirements of Section T9 do not apply.  

A motion was made to accept the consensus of the group that IEC 61000-4-3 uniform field is not considered a calibration and T9 is not required when utilizing properly calibrated equipment.  The motion passed.

A motion was made that IEC 61000-4-6 is not considered a calibration and T9 is not required when not utilizing properly calibrated equipment.  The motion passed.

Action Item #9: B. Hackett to forward the implementation of these recommendations to the Criteria Council.  Add to the June 2008 Criteria Council agenda.

Completion Date: May 31, 2008.

11. Discussion on the Replacement of the Calibration of EFT/B, Surge Generators, and ESD Simulators with an Internal Verification of the Wave Forms as being Sufficient 

It was brought to the attention of the committee that there are inconsistencies between A2LA/assessors/testing laboratories in regards to the need for calibration or verification of critical equipment.

A motion was made to construct a task group to construct a list of EMC equipment that would identify calibration or verification of critical EMC equipment.  The motion passed.

Jim Press, Benoit Nadeau, Peter Boers, Larry Gradin, Kimball Williams, Werner Schaefer and Doug Kramer volunteered to participate in the task group.

Action Item #10: Task Group to develop a guidance document that would identify critical EMC equipment that should be either calibrated or verified and forward to the EMAC committee for review/approval.  Completion date: May 15, 2008.

Action Item #11: B. Hackett to add the guidance document developed by the Task Group to the June 2008 Criteria Council agenda.  Completion date: May 31, 2008.

12. New Business

B. Hackett stated that she had previously sent out email correspondences requesting nominations for Chair of the EMAC with no reply.  She asked the Committee if anyone wanted to nominate one of the members for the vacant position.

A motion was made to nominate B.Nadeau as Chair of the EMAC.  The motion passed unanimously.  Mr. Nadeau is now the Chair of EMAC, pending BOD approval.

Action Item #12:  B. Hackett is to forward the nomination of B. Nadeau as the Chair of the EMAC to the Criteria Council, who would then forward the nomination for review and approval by the Board of Directors.  Completion Date: April 13, 2008.

13. Bore sighting Requirements within ANSI C63.4.  What is expected?

A question was raised as what is expected by the FCC in regards to bore citing requirements of ANSI C63.4.

A question was also raised as to whether the information contained in the FCC KDB was “official” and should be assessed during the assessments.

Action item #13: B. Hackett to contact the FCC to determine if bore-sighting is a requirement and also if the information contained in the FCC KBD should be considered assessable FCC requirements.  Completion Date: May 31, 2008

14. Discussion on Calibration Adequacy Based on Tolerance Needs.

It was brought to the attention of the committee that this discussion was being held at the MAC.

Action item #14: T. Rasinski to attend the MAC and provide committee with the definition of “tolerance” as defined by the MAC.  Completion date: May 15, 2008.

12:00 Meeting Adjourned

Attendees of the 2008 EMAC meeting were as follows:

	Nathan Belsher
	Kimball Williams

	David Waitt
	Werner Schaefer

	Dan Sigouin
	James Press

	Peter Boers
	Michael Bosley

	Thomas Dickten
	David Fischer

	Gregory Gogates
	Carl Hebda

	Huadong Li
	Robert Miller

	Benoit Nadeau
	Timothy Rasinski

	Larry Gradin
	Mark Chimielewski

	Phil Fanson
	Beth Hackett

	Douglas Kramer
	


Minutes prepared by Rob Miller, A2LA Senior Accreditation Officer.
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