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Abstract

The 84th Annual Meeting of the National Conference on Weights and Measures (NCWM) was held July 25
through 29, 1999, at the Sheraton Burlington Hotel & Conference Center in Burlington, Vermont. The theme of
the meeting was "Setting Standards of Excellence in Pursuit of Equity."

Reports by the Standing and Annual Committees of the Conference constitute the major portion of this
publication, along with the addresses delivered by Conference officials and other authorities from government
and industry.
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Metrology Subcommittee.
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The following State Representatives were present and voted on reports presented by the Conference Standing and
Special Purpose Committees.
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General Session

President’s Address

Mr. Raymond Kammer, Director of the National Institute of Standards and Technology and Honorary President of the
National Conference on Weights and Measures, addressed the Conference July 27, 1999, at the General Session. He
presented the following slides during his address. (Note: Some of the graphics in the slides have been removed because
they could not be properly viewed in this format.) Mr. Kammer spoke from notes, and his remarks were not recorded;
therefore, a complete text copy of his remarks was not available for this publication.
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General Session

Chairman’s Address to the 84th Annual Meeting 1999

Presented by Aves D. Thompson
Alaska Division of Measurement Standards

Thank you, Gil, for the kind introduction.

One of the benefits of being Chairman is the opportunity to speak to old and new friends in a lovely setting such as
Burlington, Vermont. While I haven’t had much time to see Vermont, I am told by our members that the tours yesterday
and today were great fun, and I know that we are all looking forward to a fun time on our dinner cruise tomorrow night. 1
am sure you know that putting together a meeting such as this is no small task. Special thanks go to our Headquarters
staff, the technical staff at OWM, and the fine folks right here in Vermont who have made the meeting successful and
productive.

Last July in Portland, I set my sights on four major objectives, and I'd like to talk about those objectives and discuss what
kind of progress we are making.

Objective number one was to continue our Conference reorganization by finalizing the NTEP Business Plan and the
Training Plan. The NTEP business plan work group headed by Barbara Bloch submitted its report to the Board of
Directors the other day. This report provides an excellent framework to continue the work of strengthening NTEP.
Although, as we are all aware, there are serious discussions about the management of NTEP. This document will be of
great help in putting together either of the management options that we have discussed. The Training Plan Work Group
working with the A&P committee has a 3-year training plan that the committee will present for a vote during our voting
sessions on Wednesday and Thursday.

Additionally, it was necessary to complete the transition of many of the administrative and meeting planning issues of the
Conference from OWM management to our new association management contractor. I am pleased to report that, for all
practical purposes, this transition is complete. There are a few lingering issues that will need attention, and 1 am sure that
these items will be completed with the continuing spirit of cooperation between our Headquarters staff, OWM, and the
NCWM Board of Directors. As a symbol of the success of our work with our contractor, I am pleased to announce that a
contract renewal has been signed with Management Solutions Plus, Inc. and NCWM, Inc. for the next fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000. [ have enjoyed the never-ending support of Beth Palys and her very capable staff over this past
year. Iknow that this high level of support will continue.

One of the most significant accomplishments at our Annual Meeting in Portland last year was signing a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU). This historic agreement between the National Conference on Weights and Measures, Inc., and
the National Institute of Standards and Technology Office of Weights and Measures marked a new beginning in what has
been a very long and productive relationship between our two organizations.

This umbrella agreement led to the signing of a second Memorandum of Understanding on September 30, 1998. This
leads right into the second objective that 1 set last year. This second MOU documented a joint effort whereby the
Conference and NIST each contributed $25,000 to develop a program that could enhance the value of the NTEP program
by making electronic copies of the NTEP Certificates of Conformance on the Internet and to update a membership
database maintained at NIST. Work was done; focus groups met; Requests for Proposals (RFP’s) were prepared and
reviewed; and contracts were signed. Today, at the conclusion of the presentation of H-133, Tom Ahrens will conduct a
live demonstration of the results of all of this effort. Please take some time to visit the demonstration. I think you will be
very impressed as I was. I was able to get an advanced copy for our Alaska inspector’s to work with for a few days.
They are thrilled. We are very very proud of this work, and I might add, it came in slightly more than 20 percent under
budget. The membership database update has been completed, and that project came in slightly under budget.

Objective number three is to provide an outreach to device service technicians to strengthen our working relationships.
Throughout this year, I have conducted meetings at the Regional Association Meetings to discuss ideas on how to
strengthen these relationships. The issue was discussed at the meetings of the SMA and at the annual meeting of the
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ISWM in June in Atlanta. At the Interim Meeting in January, I asked the Voluntary Program Assessment Working Group
to add this item to their agenda. We have been working with other organizations, in particular, the International Society
of Weighing and Measuring (ISWM). ISWM has developed a voluntary technician certification program that I think may
dovetail nicely with the Registered Service Agency programs of the states. There may be opportunities to eliminate
duplicate testing. Through our joint efforts on this project, I believe that we have made significant strides in improving
this relationship. I was authorized by the Board of Directors to continue to explore ways that the Conference can work
with ISWM to strengthen their certification program. There is an item on the A&P agenda this week that deals with
service technician training. I think it is clear that the Conference recognizes the importance of training not only for the
regulators but also the thousands of technicians that work on these devices every day throughout the country.

Objective number four was to finalize the product survey protocol as soon as possible. You heard a discussion of this
protocol in the Board of Directors open hearing yesterday. This protocol sets a procedure whereby the National
Conference will participate in national product surveys. The protocol is ready for vote this week, and this vote is the
culmination of a great deal of work by a lot of very talented people. 1 believe that this is another shining example of the
very best of the NCWM. A problem was identified; industry and government pitched in to solve the problem, and as a
result, we have an enduring guidelines for the conduct of these studies.

With your help, I feel that we have substantially met the objectives. It is very rewarding to work with a group of
professionals and to be able to see the fruits of our labors. I thank all of you who worked on these four objectives.

It is important to stop for a moment to acknowledge our close relationship with NIST and particularly the Office of
Weights & Measures. Although this has been a year of change and uncertainty, Gil and the staff at OWM have worked
hard to help us. They have offered many constructive suggestions. While we have not always heeded their advice, we do
sincerely appreciate their help. We have appreciated the support of the senior management levels at NIST. It is good to
know that we have friends in high places. We will continue to work together in a full partnership to achieve our common
goal of equity in the marketplace.

I discussed some other issues last summer, and I am pleased to report that the committee process is alive and working
well. The issues are working their way through the process, and when the time is right, the Conference will act.

I would like to shift focus from the past to the future. Our strategic planning efforts over the past few years have
produced four goals for the Conference.

1. Enhance the NCWM as a national and international resource for measurement standards development.

I think we do this in a couple of different ways. One, we invite the broadest possible participation in our
meetings and our processes. Secondly, we continue to reach out to our international partners to kind of “show
our stuff.” We have an excellent process with excellent people who create excellent standards. We need the
interaction with others to demonstrate that we are a leader in national and international measurement standards
development.

2. Provide uniform training programs for industry and government individuals involved in legal metrology.

Recently, 1 sent a letter to Gil Ugiansky informing him of a Board of Directors’ decision to discontinue the
receipt of training grants until such time as accounting difficulties can be resolved. This has been viewed by
some as a declaration that the Board and ultimately the Conference are not interested in training. This view
cannot be farther from the truth. The Conference is committed to training. Over the years, thousands of hours,
many more thousands of dollars, and an immeasurable amount of energy have been devoted to training. Our
goal is clear; we support training and want to continue. Things have changed just enough to warrant a complete
review and restructuring of the method by which training grants are handled.

3. Continue to develop new or alternative methods for improved delivery of weights and measures programs.

James Harnett said at a Western Weights and Measures Annual meeting some years ago that there will come a
time when we can’t afford to pay an inspector to put test weights on a scale. Tom Geiler talked about
“transaction analysis” some years ago. Dave Smith once took us on a trip to the 21% Century where Eric is a
weights and measures inspector. We need to continue to examine our methods. We need to question the “old
ways.” We need to work smarter.
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4. Continue to expand the role of the Conference in national and, as a resource, in international legal
metrology.

1 believe that this ties closely with goal number one in that we need to interact with all interested parties; we
need to reach out; we need to participate.

Our Conference theme this year is “Setting Standards of Excellence in the Pursuit of Equity.” 1 have watched the
committees work. 1 have worked closely with the Board of Directors, Headquarters staff, OWM, NIST staff, and I am
convinced that we all followed the theme of setting standards of excellence for ourselves, for our organizations, and for
our Conference. Remember that excellence is the standard. Don’t accept anything less.....

As we have been working this week to try to set high standards, we have again taken input on the issue of the NTEP
management. We have taken input at every opportunity to ensure the broadest possible exposure to the wishes of our
membership. In an open forum as late as yesterday, we were still discussing the pros and cons of options under
consideration. The Board of Directors met with NIST Director Ray Kammer, Deputy Director Karen Brown, Subhas
Malghan, Mike Rubin, and Gil Ugiansky this morning to discuss the NTEP management issues. Options one and two
were explored, and NIST made it clear that they will continue to strongly support the NTEP program in either case.
Their support will come in the form of lab accreditations through their existing lab accreditation programs, and they will
continue to support the Conference as they have done in the past.

Based on the input of our membership, both industry and regulators and the clear message of support by NIST for NTEP,
the Board of Directors voted unanimously this morning to adopt option one. In our meeting with NIST this morning, we
all agreed to a timely and orderly transition. While many of the details need to be worked out, we have set a course for
NTEP. I know that you will hear much more about this decision in the next couple of days. T am very pleased that the
decision has been made as we can now move forward to ensure a strong, healthy, and robust NTEP program.

I leave you with this thought:

Alan Kay is the one who said:
“The best way to predict the future is to create it.”

1 submit to you that we have come a long way in creating our future during this past year. There is still much to be done
to complete the work of the 20™ Century, but I believe that we have set the stage for the new millennium, and I, for one,
am very proud of the work that we have done.

To close, I quote Jim Truex: “Thank God, you only get to be Chairman once.”

Thanks for a great year!
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HONOR AWARDS

10 YEARS

Richard Calkins
Mark Coyne
Christopher Guay
Monty Hopper
Randy Jennings
Ray Kalentowski
Bruce Martell
Rich Philmon
Ed Romano
Gary West
Curtis Williams

15 YEARS
Barbara Bloch
Robert Brumbaugh
Melvin Hankel
Robert Reinfried
25 YEARS

Sidney A. Colbrook
Daryl Tonini

30 YEARS
Joseph Silvestro

Special Recognition Awards

General Session

The success of this Conference is the result of the dedication and hard work of many individual members. At the general
session, the Conference recognized the work of the following members for their contributions over the past years within

their respective committees and for their contributions to the National Conferencein general.

Board of Directors
Charles Carroll, Massachusetts

Laws and Regulations Committee
Karl Angell, West Virginia

Specifications and Tolerances Committee
Darryl Brown, lowa

Administration and Public Affairs Committee
Richard Greek, San Luis Obispo, California

Presiding Officers
Dennis Ehrhart, Arizona
Ray Kalentkowski, Connecticut
Vernon Massey, Tennessee
Don Onweiler, Nebraska

Sergeants-at-Arms
James Cameron, Vermont
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Marc H. Paquette, Vermont

Associate M ember ship Committee

The Associate Membership has contributed immeasurably to the many achievements of the Conference, most notably the
development and widespread acceptance of the National Type Evaluation Program, the National Training Program, and
Handbooks 44, 130, and 133. Today, we have even more involvement with our business partners in such activities as the
National Type Evaluation Technical Committee Sectors, Handbook 133 Working Group, Petroleum Subcommittee,
Program Assessment Working Group, and Multiple Dimension Measuring Devices Working Group. In addition,
associate member representatives serve on the Board of Directors and two standing committees of the Conference. We
now recognize the Associate membership through their chairman, Gale Prince, Kroger Company.

Special Purpose Committees

Credentials Committee
Jack Kane, Montana

Nominating Committee
Steve Malone, Nebraska
BarbaraBloch, California
Sid Colbrook, Illinois
Charles Gardner, Suffolk County, New Y ork
Tom Geiler, Barnstable, Massachusetts
N. David Smith, North Carolina
Jim Truex, Ohio

Resolutions Committee
Robert Alviene, New Jersey
Joan Mindte, National Institute of Standards and Technology, Coordinator

President’s Award

This was the fourteenth annual presentation of the prestigious President’s Award. This award is given for two levels of
achievement.

1) A banner is presented to those directors representing states that have 100 percent membership, both State and local
weights and measures officials, in the National Conference on Weights and Measures for the first timein the
membership year July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999. Those states that repeat with 100 percent State and local
membership are avarded a streamer for their banner. A streamer is presented for each year the state qualifies.

2) Thesecond level of the President’s Award is a certificate presented to any State in which all of the weights and
measures officials from the State office are members of the Conference.

Streamer Awards for the Second Year
The State of South Carolina

Streamer Awardsfor the Third Year
The State of Texas

Streamer Awardsfor the Fifth Year
The State of Nevada

Streamer Awards for the Sixth Year
The State of Tennessee

Streamer Awardsfor the Seventh Y ear
The State of Hawaii
The State of West Virginia
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Streamer Awardsfor the Eighth Year
The State of Washington

Streamer Awardsfor the Ninth Year
The State of Colorado

Streamer Awards for the Tenth Year
The State of Montana
The State of Oregon
The State of Utah
The State of Vermont
The State of Wyoming

Streamer Awardsfor the Eleventh Year
The State of Arizona
The State of Michigan
The State of New Hampshire
The State of Virginia

Streamer Awardsfor the Thirteenth Year
The State of Alaska
The State of Delaware
The State of Idaho
The State of New Mexico
The State of South Dakota

The following two States have had 100 percent membership in the National Conference on Weights and Measures for
their States since the beginning of the award. These two States continue to have 100 percent participation in the
membership program.
The State of Arkansas
and
The State of Nebraska

President’s Certificate

Eight states qualify for the President’s Certificate, with 100 percent of their State office staff members for the 1998-99
Conference year:

Fifth Year Award
The State of Missouri

Sixth Year Award
The State of Connecticut

Seventh Year Award
The State of Massachusetts

Eighth Year Award
The State of Illinois
The State of Indiana

Tenth Year Award
The State of Maine
The State of New York
The State of Wisconsin

GS11



General Session
Recognition Awards

Premium Diesel Work Group
Joan Axelrod
Glen Blythe
Larry Cunningham
Ron Hayes
Randy Jennings
Roger Leisenring
Gene Mittermaier
Paul Nazarro
Manuch Nikanjam
Jim Peeples
Beth Porlier
N. David Smith

Softwar e Working Group
Steve Cook
Wes Diggs
Darrell Flocken
Charles Gardner
Frances Holland
Dennis Krueger
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Report of the Board of Directors

Aves D. Thompson, Chairman
Division Director
Alaska Division of Measurement Standards &
Commercial Vehicle Enforcement

100 Introduction

Thisisthe Report of the Board of Directors (BOD) for the 84th Annual Meeting of the National Conference on Weights and
Measures (NCWM). The Report is based on the Interim Report offered in NCWM Publication 16, Program and Committee
Reports; the Addendum Sheetsissued at the Annual Meeting; and actions taken by the membership at the V oting Sessions of
the Annual Meeting.

This Report contains items related to the management of the NCWM (items in the 101 Series). Items addressed by the
National Type Evaluation Program (NTEP) Committee (formerly the 102 Series), have been moved to a separate report (see
the new 500 Series). Table A, whichisanindex of referencekey itemsincluded in thereport, liststhe reference key number,
title, and page number for each item. Voting items are indicated witha V after theitem number. An | denotesissues
that are reported for information. Table B liststhe Appendicesto the report, and Table C provides asummary of the results of
the voting on the Committee's items and the report in entirety.

TableA

Index to Reference Key Items
Reference
Key No. Title of Item Page
101-1 | Strategic Planning..
101-2 V Review of Bylaws
101-3 NCWM Palicies.....
101-4* Finances, Treasurer's Report ...
101-5* Finances, Status of Audit

|
|
|
101-6 | Associate Membership Committee Report ..
|
|
|
|

101-7 Organization, Appointments, and Assignments, Status Report ...
101-8 i

101-9 Meetings, Annual and Interim, Future

101-10 Program, OWM and NIST .........ccceuee.

101-11 | Program, International Organization of Legal Metrology .
101-12* | Special Committee on Legislative Liaison, Status Report.
101-13 | Metrology Subcommittee Report ...

101-14 V Product Studies Protocol ..

101-15 | Service Technician Outreach...

101-16 | Copyright of NIST Handbooks by NCWM .

101-17 | Revision of NIST Handbook 44

*Nationa Institute of Standards and Technology staff members do not serve as technical advisors for these items.
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TableB
Appendices
Appendix Title Reference Key No. Page
A Minutes of NCWM Board of Directors Strategic Planning
Meeting on January 30, 1999
B Memorandum of Understanding between NIST and NCWM
C Changes to the Bylaws for NCWM, Inc.
D OIML and APLMF Reports
E Report of the Metrology Subcommittee for the 1999 Annual Meeting
F Protocol for Conduct of National Studies
G NCWM Budget for Fiscal Y ear 2000

TableC
Voting Results
House of State Associate and
Reference Key No. Representatives House of Delegates Advisory Members
Yes No Yes No Yes No Results
101-2 38 0 48 0 29 0 Passed
101-14 All Ayes No Nays All Ayes | NoNays | All Ayes | NoNays | Passed
Voice Vote
403-5* All Ayes No Nays All Ayes | NoNays | All Ayes | NoNays | Passed
(Moved from A&P
Agenda)
Voice Vote
100 (Report inits All Ayes No Nays All Ayes | NoNays | All Ayes | NoNays | Passed
Entirety)
Voice Vote

*This item from the agenda of the Administration and Public Affairs Committee was designated a "business' item by the
Board and was voted on during the NCWM Inc.'s Annual Business Session.
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Details of All Items
101-1 | Strategic Planning

This item was carried over from Item 101-4 of the Report of the 80th NCWM, 1995, Item 101-2 of the Report of the 81st
NCWM, 1996, Item 101-1 of the Report of the 82nd NCWM, and Item 101-1 in the Report of the 83rd NCWM. Seethose
reports for background on this item.

Strategic Planning Meeting

The Board of Directors (BOD) met on the Saturday before the 1999 Interim Meeting to continue the planning process. The
minutes of the meeting are provided in Appendix A.

At the planning meeting, Chairman Thompson reported that the NCWM and NIST had signed a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) to provide fundsfor putting the National Type Evaluation Program Certificates on the Internet and for
modernizing the NCWM database of the NIST Office of Weightsand Measures. A copy of the MOU isattached to thisreport
as Appendix B.

Joint Meeting with A&P Committee

The BOD met with members of the Administration and Public Affairs (A& P) Committee during the 1999 Interim Meeting to
discussthe Committee's planning efforts. The Board approved the Committee's request to establish a Training Subcommittee
to advise the main Committee on training issues. The Board also endorsed the A& P Committee's proposal to present the plan
of the Training Delivery Plan Strategic Planning Working Group asavoting item at the 1999 Annual Meeting. To facilitate
resource allocation, the Board asked the Committee to prioritize thelist of courses being recommended for delivery in Fiscal
Year 2000 that is included in the plan. In response to the Committee's question concerning NCWM plans to establish a
separate | nternet site, the Board members said they had no immediate plans for aseparate site. They asked the Committeeto
work onimproving the existing NCWM web siteon the NI ST server for the present. A separate site may be established in the
future.

NTEP Management

The strategic planning process has required the NCWM |eadership and the management of NIST to take acloselook at how both
organizations operate. Many of the programs of both organizations are joint ventures, requiring that we review the roles and
responsibilities within each venture. In doing so, we have discovered areas of concern which must be addressed.

The NTEP programisone of these areas. Within NTEP, there areanumber of complex and somewhat contentiousissues that must
be resolved, for the well-being of both organizations. For the Board of Directors to address theseissues, it must first establish a
Conference direction by understanding the needs of the membership. To gain Conference perspective regarding the NTEP
program, it may be beneficial to review the intent of the type evaluation program.

The program is designed to verify that a device complies with design specifications and is capable of complying with the
perfor mance requirements of Handbook 44. To meet thisintent, the National Type Evaluation Program organizational structure
was designed so that NI ST/OWM would manage the program, train staff, audit testing laboratories, review test results, and issue
certificates. The NCWM's NTEP Committee is to govern and direct the activities, policies, and procedures of NTEP. In
performing these duties, NTEP, through the NCWM leadership and NIST management, has developed NCWM Publication 14,
"Nationa Type Evaluation Program; Administrative Procedures, Technical Policy, Checklists, and Test Procedures,” asitsguide
for the operation of the program.

During the past few years, management decisionsat NIST have led to changesin how and what activities of the Conference they
arewilling to support. In addition, theincorporation of the National Conference on Weights and Measures hasrequired thelegal
counsels of both organizationsto look closely at those areasthat may place either party in harm'sway. Their intention hasbeento
define the roles and responsibilities of each party within the requirements of the law and to reduce exposure to liability while, at
the same time, providing the mechanism for our programs to continue operating as efficiently and effectively as possible. The
following are concerns both organizations have regarding NTEP:

1 Through the current NTEP appeal process, the NTEP Board of Governors (asit isreferred to in Publication 14) hasthe
power to overturn decisions that NIST makes when the Chief of the Office of Weights and Measures, as an official of the
United States Government, signs certificates.

1 NCWM chargesan annual "maintenance fee" for certificatesthat the Federal government issueswhich isenforced through
the threat that NCWM will render certificates "inactive" if the holder of the certificate fails to pay NCWM.
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These two items seem to imply that a private body (NCWM, Inc., asitisnow) has the authority to overturn the governmental
act that issued the certificate.

What rolesdo NIST and NCWM play in the production meetstypeissue? Who should be responsible for ensuring production
meets type, NIST or NCWM, Inc.? Who should be responsible for the production meets type appeal process?

In discussions of theseissues, NIST Director Ray Kammer and Deputy Director Karen Brown have instructed NIST counsel
and OWM management that NIST'srolein NTEP isto be limited to the evaluation of Type. Thiswould indicate that issues
with respect to production meeting type are not within the purview of their role. The Conference has asked for this to be
documented, detailing what level of assistance NIST can provide to the NCWM in the administration of production meeting
type.

Thisdecision by NIST dictatesthat NCWM re-evaluate and affirm the expectations of NTEP. To do so, requiresinput from
NCWM membersand other affected parties. NIST and the NCWM's NTEP Committee have scheduled ameeting to be held at
the National Institute of Standards and Technology in Gaithersburg, Maryland, on June 4, 1999, to discuss thisissue. The
Board's objectiveisto hear the opinions of the membership concerning program expectations and to identify optionswithinthe
confines of NIST's decisions and legal opinions.

It appears that the Certificate may be the key to resolving of many of theseissues. NCWM must have equal ownership with
NIST.

The NCWM's NTEP Committee and NIST management have proposed several options to resolve these concerns and clarify
responsibilities. Thefollowingisabrief description of each option and the pros and cons as currently seen by the Committee.

Option 1: Remove NIST from therole of issuing NTEP certificates.
PROS

Thiswould remove all of NIST's concerns regarding appeals and collection of fees.
There would be one authority operating the program.

CONS

NCWM would assume all liability.

NCWM would have to hire staff or contract for service to administer NTEP.
NIST Department of Commerce name would no longer appear on the Certificates.
Some State and local laws and regulations may have to be changed.

National and international recognition of NTEP might be negatively affected.

Option 2: Createseparateroleswithin thebroader NTEP for NI ST and NCWM with each having specific portionsfor
which they are responsible. Both parties would sign the Certificate of Conformance indicating their individual
responsibilities, i.e.,, NIST would be responsible for prototype evaluation and NCWM would be responsible for
production meeting type.

PROS

Sets out which party has liability at what point in the certificate process.

Each party can charge fees to maintain its functions.

Laboratories and NTETC Sectors would be NIST’ s responsibility. These functions relate to the evaluation of the prototype
device.

CONS

NCWM takes on the area where the largest number of appeals will occur and the greatest liability.
NCWM will be signing the certificate based on the good faith of the manufacturer.

May add to the time required to issue a certificate. (An additional signature would be required.)
NIST will need to develop a separate appeal s process.

There would be two different and separate appeal's procedures.

Could potentially result in higher total fees as aresult of both parties charging maintenance fees.

Option 3: Make NTEP a program for the evaluation of prototype devices only.

NTEP would only evaluate prototype devices for compliance with Handbook 44 requirements. The question of production
meeting type would not be an NTEP issue.
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If production meeting typeisnot an NTEPissug, then doesthe regul atory authority to ensure that production devices meet type
liewith the States and local weights and measures officials? In this scenario, neither NCWM, Inc., nor NIST has regulatory
authority to control production devices. What doesthe current type eval uation certificateindicate? Somewould say it shows
that the manufacturer has the ability to understand and can meet Handbook 44 requirements.

In the current production process, the manufacturer must use this knowledge in the manufacture of all future devices of the
type. The assurance that this is occurring is gained through customer expectations and satisfaction (free market system).
Problems with initial verification and subsequent verification should be handled by the regulatory authority.

Controversy between manufacturers should be |€ft to the free market system.
Industry could develop self-imposed standards for industry accreditation to deal with the issue of production meeting type.
PROS

Thereisno liability on NIST or NCWM regarding production meeting type.
Appea s would be limited to the process of type evaluation and the data gathered.

CONS

State and local officials would be responsible for determining if production meets type.

It would be difficult (or impossible) for them to determine compliance with the Handbook 44 requirements rel ated to influence
factors.

Field officials might be unable to attribute performance problems to particular device components (for example, load cells,
indicators, and software) so that they could be tested for compliance with Handbook 44. In addition, it may be difficult for
field officials to differentiate problems related to production meets type from installation and maintenance problems.

InitsInterim Report, the NCWM, Inc., Board of Directors noted that it had to addressthe proposal sand that it wanted to know
the position of the Conference membership on each proposal, so that it could present a sound position to NIST.

With thisin mind, the Board announced its intention to conduct a public forum to address each proposal and other possible
options at the Annual Meeting of the NCWM in July. In addition, Board members said they would like the options to be
discussed at the two regional weights and measures meetings that were to be held in the spring.

On June 4, 1999, NCWM and NIST sponsored a special NTEP Workshop to solicit comments on the three options for
administering the program. Additional comments were sought during the spring 1999 regional meetings and during the
NCWM Annual Meetingin July. Atthe Annual Meeting, the BOD met with NIST management to discussthe options. After
consideration of all of theinput it received, the Board later announced that it had selected Option 1 for the administration of
NTEP. NCWM and NIST will work together to ensure a smooth transition from NIST administration of NTEP to NCWM
administration of the program.

During its Strategic Planning Meeting at the Annual Meeting, the BOD reviewed its role in administering the training grant
funds provided by NIST. The BOD noted that whileit is unwilling to continue with the present method of handling training
grant money, it wishesto reemphasize its commitment to training. The Instructor Training Course scheduled for August 1999
will continue as planned. The remaining funds in the grant, totaling approximately $100,000 will be returned to NIST.

101-2 V  Review of Bylaws
(This item was adopted.)

Recommendation: Adopt the changesto the Bylaws of the National Conference on Weightsand Measures, Inc., contained in
Appendix C.

Background: 1n 1998, NCWM, Inc., adopted new Bylaws that reflected the changes made in the Conference as aresult of
incorporation. At the 1999 Interim Meeting, BOD members continued the process of reviewing and refining the Bylaws;
consequently, several additional changes are being recommended for adoption by the NCWM membership. The major
changes include the following:

1. Simplifying the voting procedures for business items,

2. Deleting references to a separate Auditing Committee because an outside auditor has been hired and the Board has
determined that it should assume the responsibility of reviewing and implementing the auditor's recommendations,

3. Deleting specific dates for the membership year to allow the Board more flexibility in setting the membership year in
accordance with good business practices, and
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4. Redefining the role of the NCWM Treasurer to reflect the responsibilities that have been assumed by the NCWM
Headquarters office.

101-3 | NCWM Policies

TheBoard of Directors discussed updating existing policy documentsand devel oping aseparate Policy and ProceduresManual
that would includeall of therevised policiesin oneplace. Although Board membersagreed that such amanua was necessary,
they felt that their first priority should beto refinethe new Bylaws. Oncethey haverefined the Bylaws, the BOD will address
theissues of updating the existing policies, deciding what new policies are needed, and deciding how the policies should be
recorded and maintained.

During its review of existing policies, the BOD noted that policy item 1.5, Procedures for Establishing the Budget and
Administering Funds of the NCWM, was outdated. Members of the Board agreed to follow the budget proceduresin the new
Bylaws and to update the policy later.

The BOD received asuggestion to establish apolicy defining how to distinguish between a“technical” issueand a“ business’
issue because the Bylaws say that all members may vote on business issues. Chairman Aves Thompson asked the NCWM
Counsel, Simon Stapleton, to ook into this question as part of hisreview of the Bylaws. During the discussion of thisissue,
Chairman Thompson noted that one consideration in determining whether an item is technical might be to look at the action
resulting from the adoption of theitem. For example, if adoption resultsin changesto the handbooks, theitem would probably
be considered technical. It wasthe consensus of the Board membersthat the Standing Committee Chairmen should determine
whether anitemisa“technical” issue or a“business’ issue in consultation with their Committees. If thereisadifference of
opinion on, or achallenge to, a determination of the type of issue, the question could be referred to the Board to resolve.

The Board adopted the following policy at the 1999 Annual Meeting:
Policy on Business Versus Technical | ssues

Theinitial determination astowhether an item isbusinessor technical shall bemadeby the Chair of
the Standing Committee. If the Standing Committeeisunableto resolve theissue, the decision shall
bemadeby theBoard of Directors. The Standing Committeeand theBoard of Directorsshall usethe
following guidelinesin making a deter mination:

A. Technical issuesinclude, but are not limited to, the following:
i. Itemsthat will be published in Publication 14 or Handbooks 44, 105 series, 130, and 133 and
ii. Itemsthat may lead to enforcement action by regulatory agencies.

B. Businessissuesinclude, but are not limited to, the following:
i. Itemsconcerning training and
ii. Itemsrelating to how the Cor por ation ismanaged including, but not limited to, changestothe
Bylaws and other documents gover ning the oper ation of the Cor poration.

The policy will beincluded in the Corporation’s Policies and Procedures Manual .
101-4 | Finances, Treasurer's Report

Beth Palys, Executive Director of NCWM Headquarters, provided the BOD with asummary of NCWM expenses and income
since the first of October 1998 when her organization began operating the Headquarters office.

Chairman-Elect Wes Diggs, who has responsibility for preparing the budget for the next fiscal year under the new Bylaws,
described his plans for developing the budget for Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 (beginning October 1, 1999). He said he was
requesting input from the Chairmen and Technical Advisors of the Standing Committees and others who have been identified
as contributors to the budgeting process. He will then work with the Chairman, NCWM Headquarters, and the Treasurer to
develop abudget for FY 2000. The group will complete the draft budget and send it to BOD members at least 30 daysprior to
the Annual Meeting where the Board will review and approveit.
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Thefiscal year 2000 budget was reviewed and approved by the Board at the Annual Meeting (see Appendix G for acopy of
the budget).

101-5 | Finances, Status of Audit

At the 1999 Interim Meeting, Chairman-Elect Wes Diggs reported that the audit of the accounts for 1998 was about to
begin. He said that the results of the audit will be announced at the Annual Meeting in July. The BOD agreed that NCWM
accounts would be audited annually by an independent Certified Public Accountant. Board members agreed to propose a
change to the Bylaws to delete references to a separate Auditing Committee because they felt that they should assume the
function of reviewing and implementing the auditor’s findings.

At the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Board reviewed and addressed items recommended by the independent auditor. The Board
aso decided to change the name of the Auditing Committee to the Finance Committee and to change the membership of the
committee to the Treasurer and the two At-Large Directors on the Board.

101-6 | Associate Member ship Committee Report

The Associate Membership Committee (AMC) met during the Interim Meeting to discuss various issues.

Several Associate memberswho serve on various committees and the Board of Directors presented reports. These included
Rich Davis, Board of Directors; Chris Guay, L& R Committee; Jackie Wollner, A& P Committee; and Bill Corey, Legislative
Liaison Committee.

The Associate Membership Committee was encouraged with the progress being made on the incorporation and the
development of the structure of the Conference. AMC memberswere pleased to seetheinterest in the scholarship funds that
they provided for 1998-1999. The Legidlative Liaison Committeeindicated that they have not yet seen adraft of the brochure
that had been identified asacritical need for the Conferenceto assist in legidative activities. Thisfunding request had cometo
the AMC last July from members of the Board. The AMC members felt that this was an important piece of information and
would encourage that work be initiated on a draft as soon as possible.

AMC membersreviewed the Product Study Protocol and considered theinformation that Ken Butcher shared with the Board
of Directors. As aresult, they made some additional changes to the protocol. The revised document will be retyped and
forwarded to the Board. The Committee was encouraged with the progress on thisdocument. The AMC supportsthe current
draft as amended.

AMC Chairman Gale Prince reported that he and Ann Turner went to Burlington, Vermont, to review options for the 1999
Conference outing. Mr. Prince consulted with the Conference Chairman on the findings, and they selected an evening cruise
on Lake Champlain as the outing.

The Associate Membership Committee (AMC) conducted an annual business meeting at the 1999 NCWM Annual Meeting.
Reports were made by Associate Member Representatives on the Board of Directors (BOD) and the L&R and A&P
Committees. The Associate Members were pleased to hear about the BOD’s support of the legislative brochure and look
forward to its completion, asthe AM C has pledged fundstowardsthis project. In addition, the AMC membersare encouraged
that the rewriting of Handbook 133 isbeing considered asan informational item, and look forward to futureinput on theitem.

The AMC will be providing a $25,000 contribution to the Conference to be designated for training scholarships. The AMC
recommended that the Conference Chairman appoint the following individualsto 5-year termsonthe AMC: Allan Nelson and
Vince Orr. Thefollowing individualswere elected as officers of the AMC: Chairperson, FrancesHolland; Vice Chair, Allan

Nelson; and Secretary/Treasurer, Cary Frye. Bob Fuehne was appointed as the AM C Representative to the A& P Committee
following Jackie Wollner's resignation from the committee.

101-7 | Organization, Appointments, and Assignments, Status Report

NCWM Chairman Aves Thompson and NTEP Committee Chairman Steve Malone made the following appointments (as of
March 1, 1999):

Presiding Officers: Dennis Ehrhart, AZ
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Ray Kalentkowski, CT
Vernon Massey, Shelby County, TN
Don Onwiler, NE

Laws and Regulations:
Don Onwiler, NE, 5-year term
Chris Guay, Procter & Gamble Co., 5-year term

Specifications and Tolerances:
Will Wotthlie, MD, 5-year term

Administration & Public Affairs:

Dave Frieders, San Francisco County, CA, 5-year term
Jackie Wollner, Nestle USA, Inc., 5-year term

Jerry Flanders, GA, replacing Charles Carter

Louis Greenleaf, NJ, replacing Nelson Kranker

Nominating:

Steve Malone, NE, Chairman
Barbara Bloch, CA

Tom Geiler, Barnstable, MA
Charles Gardner, Suffolk Co., NY
N. David Smith, NC

Sidney Colbrook, IL

Jim Truex, OH

Resolutions:
Bob Alviene, NJ

Credentials:
Tony Lori, NJ

Parliamentarian:
Bruce Adams, MN 1-year term

Chaplain:
Mike Hile, AR, 1-year term
Sergeants-At-Arms:

Jim Cameron, VT
Marc Paguette, VT

Voluntary Program Assessment Working Group:
Sid Colbrook, IL, Chairman

Ross Andersen, NY

Charles D. Carter, OK

William J. Corey, Jr., American Frozen Foods
Craig Leisy, Sedttle

Associate Member ship Committee:

Gale Prince, Kroger Co., Chairman

Frances P. Holland, Schlumberger, Vice Chairman

Cary P. Frye, International Dairy Foods Association,
Secy/Treasurer

John Baker, Pier 1 Imports

Dave Cook, Kraft Foods, Inc.

Darrell E. Flocken, Mettler-Toledo, Inc.

Chris Guay, Procter & Gamble Co.

Chip Kloos, Colgate-Palmolive Co.

Dave Quinn, Fairbanks Scales

Paul Zalon, Nestle USA, Inc.

National Type Evaluation Technical Committee
(NTETC):

Weighing Sector:
L. Edward Luthy, Brechbuhler Scales, Inc.
Don Onwiler, NE

M easuring Sector:

R. Barclay Beshm, Krohne, Inc.
Wade Mattar, The Foxboro Co.
Chris Eskind, Shell Qil Co.
Steve Hadder, FL

Between the Interim and the Annual Meetings, NTEP Committee Chairman Malone made the following appointment to an

NTETC Sector:

M easuring Sector:
Keith Ridenour, Endress + Hauser
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101-8 | M ember ship

The total NCWM membership as of June 30, 1999, was 3,625. The membership breakdown by category is as follows:

State Government - 1,044 (29%) Foreign Associate - 36 (less than 1%)
Loca Government - 713 (20%) Foreign Government - 30 (less than 1%)
U.S. Government - 54 (1%) Retirees - 241 (7%)
Associate Members - 1,507 (42%)

TheBoard proposed deleting reference to the membership year in the Bylaws (see Item 101-2). That change was approved at
the Annual Meeting; therefore, the BOD will go forward with plans to change the membership year from July 1- June 30 to
October 1-September 30. Thischangewill make the NCWM membership year the same asitsfiscal year, which will simplify
the NCWM 's accounting process.

101-9 | Meetings, Annual and Interim, Future

As of July 25, 1999, the plans for future meetings were as follows:

2000 I nterim Meeting
The meeting is scheduled for January 18 to 23 at the Hyatt Hotel in Bethesda, MD.

2000 Annual Meeting
The meeting is scheduled for July 16 to 20 at the Omni Hotel in downtown Richmond, VA.

2001 Interim Meeting
The NCWM has signed a contract with the Mesa Pavilion Hilton Hotel in Phoenix, AZ, for January 8 to 14.

2001 Annual Meseting
The Washington, DC, area was selected as the site of this meeting in honor of the NIST centennial celebration.

2002 Interim Meeting

Toreducetravel and shipping costsfor NCWM Headquarters staff and OWM staff, the BOD has adopted an informal policy
of holding the Interim Meeting in the Maryland area at least every other year; consequently, the BOD is considering sitesin
Maryland for this meeting.

2002 Annual Meeting
Representatives of the Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA) planto select sites to recommend to the
BOD at CWMA's Interim Meeting in September 1999.

2003 Annual Mesting
The Western region is the planned location of this meeting.

The Board would like the Western Weights and Measures Association, and other regional associations that are asked for
recommendations in the future, to provide the names of two possible locations for the meeting.

101-10 | Program, OWM and NIST

NCWM Executive Secretary and Chief of the NIST Office of Weightsand Measures (OWM), Dr. Gilbert M. Ugiansky, gavea
status report on OWM and National Institute of Standardsand Technology (NIST) activities. He announced that the new NIST
Deputy Director was Dr. Karen Brown, who most recently was a Distinguished Engineer at IBM Microelectronics. NIST
Director Ray Kammer told Dr. Ugiansky that he and Dr. Brown planned to attend the NCWM Annua Meeting in July.

In other management changes at NIST, Thomas E. Gills was named Acting Director of the Office of Measurement Services,

whichisOWM's parent division, and Director of Technology Services(TS) Dr. Peter Heydemann announced hisretirement at
the end of March 1999. Dr. Subhas Malghan was selected to serve as Acting TS Director.
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Dr. Ugiansky reported on several budget/support issues. He said that a reduced NIST Budget Initiative on Weights and
Measures had gone asfar asthe Office of Management and Budget, but did not get into the President's budget for Fiscal Y ear
(FY)) 2000. Dr. Ugiansky noted that Director Kammer said he would resubmit the initiative for consideration in the FY 2001
budget if it was not included in the FY 2000 budget. Dr. Ugiansky reported that OWM had given NCWM agrant of $125,000
last year for Instructor Training programs and had contributed $25,000 to update the OWM/NCWM database as part of a
Memorandum of Understanding signed between NIST and the NCWM (see Item 101-1). Hesaid that Director Kammer had
provided $50,000 to OWM for FY 1999 to pay for the national accreditation of State metrology laboratories. Three States
have requested the funds: Minnesota, Oklahoma, and Arkansas. Dr. Ugiansky announced that Director Kammer also agreed to
fund a special project to set up a Netmeeting system with a group of pivotal State metrology laboratories. Thiswill involve
giving each of thelaboratories the computer hardware and softwareto allow all States participating to take part simultaneously
in training and intercomparisons as they occur in each of the labs.

In the area of technical activities, Dr. Ugiansky reported that NTEP had successfully completed OIML R-60 tests on two
manufacturers load cell models. He said that NTEP had received one application for R-76 (Non-Automatic Weighing
Instruments) tests. A workshop on theinspection of package shipping scalesby State and local weightsand measures officials
isbeing planned for spring 1999. Dr. Ugiansky said that NIST and NCWM are co-sponsoring the workshop for weights and
measures officials, representatives of Federal regulatory agencies, parcel shipping companies, and other interested partiesto
explore preemption issuesthat have beenraised. Dr. Ugiansky said the draft of the Fourth Edition of Handbook 133, Checking
the Net Contents of Packaged Goods, is 50 percent complete; Ken Butcher of OWM is putting the Handbook in anew format
that is shorter and should be easier to understand.

Atthe Annual Meeting, Dr. Gilbert M. Ugiansky, updated the Board on NIST and OWM activities sincethe Interim Meeting.
He said that a replacement for Dr. Peter Heydemann, former Director of Technology Services (TS) had not been selected.
[Note: Later during the Annual Meeting, it was announced that Dr. Richard F. Kayser had been named TS Director.] Dr.
SubhasMalghanisserving asActing TS Director. Dr. Ugiansky said that Tom Gills had been appointed Director of the Office
Measurement Services.

Dr. Ugiansky reported that OWM had put the presentations made at the June workshops on parcel shipping scales and the
National Type Evaluation Program on the Internet on the OWM and NCWM home pages within a few days after the
workshops. Hesaid that Terry Grimes of OWM had reorganized the NCWM home page and had made some improvementsto
the page's appearance. Healso reported that all of the Interim Reports contained in NCWM Publication 16 had been placed on
the OWM and NCWM home pagesfor thefirst time. He said that OWM staff had spent more than 100 hours working on the
project to put the National Type Evaluation Program Certificates of Conformance on the Internet in a searchable format.

Dr. Ugiansky announced that a$6.4 million budget initiative had been proposed for thefiscal year 2001 budget in the area of
weights and measures. |n addition, he said that NIST had allocated $50,000 to pay the costs of State metrology labs seeking
national accreditation infiscal year 1999 and that $87,000 has been set aside for fiscal year 2000. NIST has said that it would
provide the funds to ensure that all State metrology |aboratories could apply for and maintain national accreditation (seethe
Metrology Subcommittee Report for more information on accreditation). NIST has also committed $225,000 for the purchase
of the Netmeeting software for the 11 Regiona Pivot Laboratories. The resulting network will be called MeasureNet.

101-11 | Program, International Organization of L egal M etrology

At the 1999 Interim Meeting, Dr. Sam Chappell, Chief of the NIST Technical Standards Activities Program, reported on U.S.
participation in OIML standards development activitiesin legal metrology. The Board received a written report from Jm
Truex, OH, on his participation in the Fifth Asia-Pacific Legal Metrology Forum (APLMF) and ameeting of the International
Committee on Lega Metrology (CIML), which took place October 25 to October 30, 1998, in Seoul, Republic of Korea. The
BOD plansto discuss Mr. Truex's recommendations at the NCWM Annual Meeting in July. (See Appendix D for acopy of
Mr. Truex's report.)

At the Annual Meeting, Dr. Chappell said he would provide an updated report for inclusion in the BOD’ s final report. (See
Appendix D for acopy of Dr. Chappell's report.)
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101-12 | Special Committee on Legisative Liaison, Status Report

Tom Geiler, Chairman of theNCWM s Special Committee on Legislative Liaison, gavethe Board of Directorsastatusreport
onthecommittee sactivities. These activitiesincluded providing support for aNIST weightsand measuresfunding initiative
and assisting State weights and measures programs that were experiencing funding and other problems.

In 1998, the Associate Membership Committee set aside $10,000 for the NCWM to use to develop a brochure on the
Conference that the Legidlative Liaison Committee could give to Congressiona staff and others. In response to AMC
members' concerns that no progress had been made on the brochure, the BOD asked Tom Geiler to lead an effort to obtain
proposals for developing the brochure by July 1999.

At the 1999 Annual Meeting, the BOD authorized an expenditure of $5,000 from Conference reserve fundsfor the purpose of
completing the brochure project in cooperation with the Associate Membership Committee. The target for completion of the
brochure is the 2000 Interim Meeting.

101-13 | Metrology Subcommittee Report

Ken Fraley, Vice Chairman of the Metrology Subcommittee, presented the committee'sreport to the BOD at the 1999 Interim
Mesting.

Subcommittee Chairman Ron Balaze presented an updated report to the Board at the 1999 Annual Meeting. (See Appendix E
for a copy of the Subcommittee's written report.)

101-14 V  Product Studies Protocol
(Thisitem was adopted.)
Source: NCWM Associate Membership Committee (AMC)

Recommendation: Adopt the protocol for conducting national product studiesthat iscontained in Appendix F and publishiit
in the NCWM's Policies and Procedures document.

Background: A number of NCWM Associate Members expressed concern about the way a 1997 Federal/State Milk Study
was conducted and the way the results were handled. They believe that standard procedures should be in place to determine
when such studies should be conducted.

AMC representatives met with NCWM and OWM officidsat the Western Weights and M easures Association Annual Meeting
in September 1997 to discuss their concerns about the Milk Study. At that meeting, afirst draft of a Weights and Measures
National Product Eval uation Study Processfor Problem I dentification, Evaluation, Resolution, and Reporting was devel oped.

In January 1998, the Executive Committee met with AM C representativesto further discussthisissue. The Committee agreed
that work should continue on theitem. The AMC was asked to continue developing the procedures. A draft of the protocol
was published in the Executive Committee's Interim Report for comment. A revised draft was published in the Committee's
final report to the 83rd NCWM.

At the 1999 Interim Meeting, the NCWM Board of Directors reviewed the latest draft of the protocol provided by the AMC
and decided to propose the adoption of the protocol at the 1999 Annual Meeting.

101-15 | Service Technician Outreach

NCWM Chairman Aves Thompson reported on his efforts toidentify opportunitiesfor the Conference to work with and better
serve the needs of its members from the service agency sector of the weights and measures community. He said he had
distributed a survey to State Directors asking them for the number of registered and nonregistered servicepersons in their
States. Survey respondentsreported atotal of 23,000 servicepersonsthroughout the United States. Mr. Thompson said he has
since been told that this number may be low; in fact, the actual number could be as much as double the reported figure.

Mr. Thompson said that since July 1998, when he announced outreach to servicepersons as one of hisprioritiesduring hisyear
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asNCWM Chairman, he had met with anumber of groupsto discussthisissue. The groupsincluded participants at the 1998
Western and Southern regional weights and measures association meetings and the annual meeting of the International Society
of Weighing and Measurement (ISWM). He said that servicepersons expressed an interest in developing closer tieswith the
Conference.

In a discussion with Sid Colbrook, IL, Chairman of the NCWM's Voluntary Program Assessment Working Group, Mr.
Thompson wastold that, although many Stateshave Voluntary Registered Servicepersons programs, the program requirements
may vary considerably. Many of these programs do not require individuals to take a test or participate in any training to
become aregistered serviceperson. Mr. Colbrook said that the Central Weights and Measures Association isworking on a
proposal to have a core test and a State specific test for servicepersons.

Mr. Thompson plansto work with the A& P Committee and the V oluntary Program Assessment Working Group to develop a
plan on how to proceed in this area.

In June 1999, Chairman Thompson met with ISWM to discuss service technician outreach asit related to ISWM’ s Service
Technician Certification Program. The BOD has authorized Mr. Thompson to continue to explorejoint training opportunities
for service technicians with ISWM.

101-16 | Copyright of NIST Handbooks by NCWM
Source: Strategic Planning Work Group on the NCWM Business Plan

Proposal: TheNCWM should proceed deliberately, yet cautiously, to copyright all possible Conference documents, including
NIST Handbooks 44, Specifications, Tolerances, and Other Technical Requirements for Weighing and Measuring Devices,
and 130, Uniform Laws and Regulations.

Justification: The Conference should protect the work product of the Conference and consider all revenue enhancement
opportunities.

Background: At the suggestion of the NCWM Business Plan Working Group, the BOD has been exploring the possibility of
copyrighting NCWM documents, including NIST Handbooks 44 and 130. NCWM Counsel Simon Stapleton met with NIST
Counsel Mike Rubin and a copyright expert from the Department of Commerce and determined that it might be possible for
NCWM to copyright the NIST handbooks. Some questions have been raised, however, concerning the appropriateness of
copyrighting the handbooks considering the NCWM's mission of promoting uniformity. Chairman Thompson responded that
hefelt therewasaneed to protect NCWM standards from abuse. He said the NCWM may need to copyright some documents
but should be very liberal with granting permission to copy the documents.

NIST Director Ray Kammer raised a number of questions concerning the copyright issue. He said that he would need a
detailed response to his questions before he could make afinal decision. Chairman Thompson asked Chairman-Elect Wes
Diggsand the Strategic Planning Work Group on the NCWM Business Plan to study theissuesraised by copyright and make a
recommendation to the BOD in July.

Work is continuing on thisitem.

101-17 | Revision of NIST Handbook 44
Source: NCWM Chairman-Elect G. W. Diggs

Proposal: The Board of Directors should consider revising NIST Handbook 44, Specifications, Tolerances, and Other
Technical Requirementsfor Weighing and Measuring Devices, and making available the time and resources it woul d take to
complete such aproject. Consideration should be given to changing the format to make the handbook more user friendly and
easier to reference. The revised version should also address newer technology and facilitate uniform interpretation of the
handbook.

Justification: People have expressed concern about the difficulty that individuals at all levels of the weights and measures
community have interpreting the handbook.
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Background: At the 1999 I nterim Meeting, Chairman-Elect Wes Diggs described to the BOD how he would like to proceed
with revising Handbook 44. He said he would begin by developing a plan to reorganize the document and then later would
consider changing thewording of the requirements. Hewould like to assemble asmall group to begin work on the Handbook
44 project. The BOD endorsed Mr. Diggs plans.

Participants at the meeting raised questions about how the changes would affect NCWM Publication 14, which containsthe
checklists for the National Type Evaluation Program, and the training courses published by the NCWM, which contain a
number of references to Handbook 44. Someone suggested dividing the Handbook into individual codes and selling them
separately.

A. Thompson, Alaska, Chairman

G. W. Diggs, Virginia,Chairman-Elect
S. Malone, Nebraska, Past Chairman/NTEP Committee Chairman
JA. Rogers, Virginia, Treasurer

C. Carroll, Massachusetts

R. Davis, Fort James Corporation
B. DeSalvo, Ohio

M. Hile, Arkansas

M. Pinagel, Michigan

L. Straub, Maryland

G. West, New Mexico

Board of Directors
Executive Secretary
G. Ugiansky, NIST
Board Advisors:

J. Koenig, NIST

B. Palys, NCWM Headquarters
G. Vinet, Canada
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Appendix A

Minutes of NCWM Board of Directors
Strategic Planning Meeting
January 30, 1999

Participants: Richard Davis, WesDiggs, Mike Hile, Joan Koenig, Steve Malone, Beth Palys, Mike Pinagel, Simon Stapleton,
Lou Straub, Aves Thompson, Gil Ugiansky, and Gary West

Agenda:
1. Opening Remarks - Chairman Aves Thompson
2. NCWM Business Plan Review - Chairman-Elect Wes Diggs
3. Discussion of Planning Issues - Chairman Thompson
a. Document Copyright
b. Publications
¢. Administration of Grants and Other Funds
d. Fiscal Year Versus Membership Y ear
e. Treasurer Position
f. Audit Committee

Discussion:

1. Opening Remarks - Chairman Thompson welcomed everyone to the meeting. He introduced Beth Palys, who is the
Executive Director of the new NCWM Headquarters Office. Mr. Thompson stated that three Board memberswere unableto
attend the Strategic Planning Meeting: Barbara DeSalvo, Charles Carroll, and Alan Rogers. Mr. Thompson then introduced
Wes Diggs and asked him to update everyone on the status of the NCWM Business Plan.

2. NCWM Business Plan Review - Chairman-Elect Diggs went through the Business Plan item by item and discussed the
status of the items. The following decisions were made or actions were taken during the review:

Strategy |, Conduct of Meetings

SOP for Interim and Annual Meetings- The National Institute of Standards and Technology Office of Weights and
Measures (OWM) has been working on a Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) Manual for the major NCWM meetings to
facilitate the transition of meeting planning responsibilities from OWM to the NCWM Headquarters Office. A draft of the
SOP was delivered to the Headquarters Office in November 1998. The BOD asked if OWM could complete thefinal version
of the SOP by February 15, 1999, and give acopy to Headquarters. Board members asked OWM staff to send them an e-mail
message to let them know when the document has been completed.

Strategy |1, Organization and Resources

MOU to put the NTEP CCson the Internet - The Board asked Joan Koenig to include the second Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) signed by the NCWM and NIST/OWM in the BOD's Interim Report. The MOU provides funds for
putting the National Type Evaluation Program (NTEP) Certificates of Conformance on the Internet and for updating the
OWM/NCWM database.

Training Money - The Board asked Mr. Diggs to add the issue of whether or not the NCWM will continue to receive and
administer grant funds from NIST for training and industry funds for metrology training to the Business Plan. Gil Ugiansky
announced that GeorgiaHarrisof hisofficeisdraftingan MOU on Training for NCWM's consideration. The Board asked for
the draft to be completed by March 31, 1999, and sent to members of the Board, NCWM Counsel Simon Stapleton, and Beth
Palysfor comment. The Board agreed to respond with its commentsby April 29. BOD members asked that the draft spell out
in detail the roles of each of the parties with respect to training.
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Liability Insurance - BOD membersreviewed the NCWM's existing liability insurance and concluded that it meets current
needs.

Audits- The BOD agreed that NCWM accounts would be audited annually by an independent Certified Public Accountant.
Mr. Diggs announced that the next audit was scheduled to begin on the Monday following the Interim Meeting.

Auditing Committee - The BOD decided to propose deleting referencesto the Auditing Committeein the Bylaws. TheBOD
believes that the Committee is no longer necessary because an outside auditor has been hired to review the Conference's
accounts. Board members felt that it was their responsibility to assume the function of reviewing and implementing the
auditor's findings.

Budget - The BOD agreed that the Chairman-Elect would work with the Chairman, NCWM Headquarters, and the Treasurer
to develop abudget for the next fiscal year (beginning October 1, 1999). The Standing Committeeswill provide input to the
budget group on their budgetary needs. The group will complete the draft budget and send it to BOD members at least 30 days
prior to the Annual Meeting where the Board will review and approve the budget.

Membership Year - It was proposed that the NCWM membership year be changed so that it is the same as the NCWM's
fiscal year (October 1 to September 30). Beth Palys stated that thiswould simplify the NCWM's accounting procedures. The
Board decided to propose deleting references to the membership year in the Bylaws and to change the membership year as
proposed. The Business Plan Working Group was asked to develop a plan to change membership year.

NCWM Treasurer - The BOD isrequesting that Treasurer Alan Rogers work with Beth Palys and Simon Stapleton to: 1.
Outline the role that the Treasurer should assume as a result of the changes that have occurred in the organization of the
Conference and 2. To propose changes to the Bylaws to describe the new role.

Voting Procedures - The Board is recommending changes to the Bylaws to simplify the voting procedures as specified in
Appendix A of the Board's Agenda for the 1999 Interim Meeting.

Amendments - The Board is proposing changes to Bylaws Article X1, Amendments, to specify that amendments to the
Bylawswould have to be published only in the Program for the Annual Meeting and discussed at the Board's open hearing at
the Annual Meeting in order to be proposed for avote. Board members felt that this would provide adequate due process.
They aso decided to recommend a change to the voting requirements for Amendments to the Bylaws.

Other Changestothe Bylaws- The BOD asked Simon Stapleton and Beth Palysto review the Bylawsto seeif any additional
changes were needed as aresult of the changes in the organization of the business activities of the Conference.

Registration of NTEP L ogo - Simon Stapleton reported that the processto register the NTEP Logo had been delayed because
the paperwork had to be resubmitted. The Board asked Mr. Stapleton to resubmit the registration form to the Patent Office by
March 31, 1999.

Strategy 111, Participation and Liaison with Other Organizations

Contactswith Other Organizations - Joan Koenig said she had prepared alist of the standards of other organizationsthat are
referenced in NIST Handbook 130, Uniform Laws and Regulations, at the request of the Working Group. She said shewould
send copies of thelist to BOD members and, if the information appeared to be useful, she would develop similar lists of the
standards that are referenced in NIST Handbooks 44 and 133. The BOD plans to review the lists and decide how to make
technical contacts with the groups whose standards are referenced.

Participation in Meetings of Outside Groups - The Board agreed that the budget should be the driving force concerning
whether or not NCWM members will attend meetings of other organizations. Members adopted the general policy that the
NCWM recognizes the importance of maintaining contacts with outside groups and will annually review funding for such
participation as a part of the budget process.
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Strategy V, Standing Committees, Regional Associations, State and Local Jurisdictions Standing Committee Support

OWM Support to Regional Meetings - TheBOD asked OWM for acommitment to send the OWM technical advisorsfor the
NCWM Specifications and Tolerances and Laws and Regulations Committees to each of the Regional Annual Meetings.
OWM Chief Gil Ugiansky said hewill discussthe proposal at OWM's next managers meeting and get back to the Board with a
decision.

MOU on State Laboratory Accreditation - Gil Ugiansky announced that NIST has provided $50,000in fiscal year 1999 to
pay fees associated with the accreditation of State Metrology L aboratories by anationally recognized organization. The Board
asked if it would be possible for OWM staff to draft an MOU that would ensure the continuation of the laboratory
accreditation funding support from NIST for the future. Board members agreed that the training MOU is the first priority
and the Accreditation MOU isasecond priority. A tentative date of March 31, 1999, was set for completing the draft, pending
Dr. Ugiansky's discussions with OWM staff member Georgia Harris.

Planning Process

The Chairman-Elect was asked to continue the planning process by updating and adding to the Strategic Plan of the Business
Plan Working Group.

3. Discussion of Planning | ssues- The discussion of several major planning issues, which Chairman Thompson led, resultedin
the following decisions and actions:

Copyright -The Chairman-Elect and the NCWM Business Plan Working Group were asked to explore the issues related to
copyrighting Conference publications, including NI ST Handbooks 44 and 130, and to devel op arecommendation for the BOD
by the Annual Meeting. Mrs. Koenig was asked to investigate whether or not the NCWM could order and pay for extracopies
of the NIST Handbooks that are printed through the Government Printing Officeto sell to nonmembers. Shewasalso asked to
determine if GPO would print documents that were copyrighted by the NCWM.

Publications - The Business Plan Working Group will look at all NCWM publications and those that are jointly published
with NIST to identify any necessary action.

Administration of Grantsand Other Funds- The Board discussed whether to continue administering training grant funds
and metrology training fundsfor OWM. Thedraft Training MOU that OWM is preparing will be considered in resolving this
issue (see Discussion Item 2, Training Money).

Fiscal Year Versus Membership Year - (See Discussion Item 2, Membership Year.)

Treasurer Position - The Board recognized that the role of the Treasurer has changed substantially as aresult of hiring a
management company to operate the NCWM Headquarters Office and acted to redefine the Treasurer'srole (see Discussion
Item 2, NCWM Treasurer).

Auditing Committee - (See Discussion Item 2, Auditing Committee.)
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Appendix B

Joint Project Agreement Between the
National I nstitute of Standards and Technology, Office of Weights and M easures, and the
National Conference on Weightsand Measures, Inc.

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is made and entered into by and between the National Institute of Standardsand
Technology (NIST), Office of Weights and Measures (OWM), and the National Conference on Weights and Measures, Inc.
(NCWM). NIST and NCWM shall be referred to in this Agreement as the "Parties.”

1 Purpose: The purpose of this project is to convert the membership database of the NCWM to amore modern and
Internet compatible software and to put theinformationin NCWM Publication 5, National Type Evaluation Program (NTEP)
Index of Device Evaluations, on the Internet in a searchable format.

2. Background: NCWM is a non-profit organization. OWM and the NCWM have the mutual goal of promoting
uniformity in State and local weights and measures laws, regulations, standards, and practices. Consequently, the two
organi zations often share information and resources. OWM has been maintaining the membership database for the NCWM.
Theinformation in the database is used by both the NCWM and OWM for numerous purposes. The NCWM isin the process
of contracting with an Association Management Organization to take over some of the financial, meeting planning, and other
administrative functions of the Conference. The new organization will take over the maintenance of the NCWM membership
database; however, OWM will continueto have aneed to accesstheinformation. Under thisproject, the NCWM database will
be converted from the current out-of -date software to new software which will be more stable and will enable the management
company and OWM to readily exchange information.

NTEPis administered by OWM in cooperation with the NCWM. It provides anational mechanism by which manufacturers
can have types or models of their commercia weighing or measuring devices evaluated to determine their conformance with
NIST Handbook 44, Specifications, Tolerances, and Other Technical Requirements for Weighing and Measuring Devices.
Devices that meet the requirements are issued Certificates of Conformance (CC's). OWM has been publishing NCWM
Publication 5, which contains copies of the CC'sissued by OWM following proceduresthat are devel oped and maintained by
the NCWM. Many States require that any new commercia weighing and measuring equipment installed in the State must
havean NTEP CC. Consequently, these States need to have rapid access to the latest information on the CC'sthat have been
issued. Because of the slowness of the publication process, the information in Publication 5 is never completely up to date.
The States participating in NTEP have asked that information on all CC'sthat have been issued be put on the Internet so that it
isavailableinamoretimely fashion. They have also requested that theinformation bein asearchable format so that they can
accessit in various ways, such as searching on adevice type or aspecific manufacturer. In addition, they want to be ableto
view and download copies of the CC's. This project would allow OWM and the NCWM to respond to the needs of their
constituents in a much more effective manner.

3. Statement of Mutual Benefit:

Asisstated above, NIST and NCWM hereby agree to combinetheir effortsto carry out the activities hereinin order to better
serve their constituency. The result of this cooperation between the Parties will be beneficial to both.

NIST has determined that this project cannot be done at all or done as effectively without the participation of NCWM because
NIST and NCWM sharethe datain the NCWM database and in NCWM Publication 5. Therefore, participation and support is
needed from both parties to ensure the usefulness and compatibility of the products produced.

Pursuant to its organic authority, the National Institute of Standards and Technology has the responsibility to undertake
cooperation with the States in securing uniformity in weights and measures laws and methods of inspection.” (See, U.S.
Code, Title 15, Chapter 7, 6 272.)

TheNational Conference on Weightsand Measures was established to promote uniformity. Articlel, Section 2 of the Bylaws
of theNCWM, Inc., states that the purposes of the organization include " A promotion of uniformity in weights and measures
laws, regulations, and practices. . ."

* To develop aconsensus on uniform laws and regul ations, specifications, and tolerances for weighing and measuring
devices, and on testing, enforcement, and administrative procedures.

BOD-19



Board of Directors

* To encourage and promote uniformity of requirements and methods among jurisdictions.

Thelevel of interest by Statesin thiseffort isevidenced by the participation of representatives of all 50 Statesin the activities
of theNCWM. Inaddition, NIST Handbook 44, Specifications, Tolerancesand Other Technical Requirementsfor Weighing
and Measuring Devices, which ismaintained by the NCWM and published by NIST, has been adopted by all of the States as
the source of technical requirements for commercial weighing and measuring equipment. Many of the States have also
adopted the uniform laws and regul ations devel oped by the NCWM.

Thereforeit isin the mutual interests of the Parties to undertake the activities set forth in thisMOU. This MOU will further
the missions and objectives of both Parties by providing ameansfor them to combine their resourcesin conducting activities
aimed at close examination of the many issues related to weights and measures policy. This should result in a greater
understanding of theseissues by both Parties and an enhanced ability to realize the opportunities presented by the products of
their joint efforts.

4. Statement of Current Need:

NIST has abonafide current need to enter into thisMOU as soon as possible, and to thereby obligate Fiscal Y ear 1998 funds.
The NCWM s in the process of contracting with an association management company to take over meeting planning,
financial, and other administrative functionsthat had been done by NIST staff. The NCWM databaseis currently maintained
by us but will be turned over to the new company which will take over October 1, 1998. Even though the new company will
update the database, the Partieswill need accessto it to perform our technical activities; consequently, the parties need to have
a database that can be shared by both groups. The database conversion that would be funded under the MOU will have to
ensure that the database information can be shared, most likely through the Internet. The Parties need to have something in
place as soon as possibl e after the management company takes over to prevent disruption in the activities of both NIST and the
NCWM.

In addition to the conversion of the NCWM database, the Parties are planning to put information on the Certificates of
Conformance (CC) issued under the National Type Evaluation Program on the Internet in a searchable format. The Parties
need to begin this project as soon as possi ble because the parties have stopped i ssuing the Publication that contained copies of
the CC's. Anyone needing acopy of aCertificatewill haveto go to their State Weights and Measures Office or the Internet to
getit. Thereis currently some information on the CC's on the Internet but it is not searchable. NTEP could be adversely
affected if the States or industry havetrouble getting needed CC's. Itiscritical that the Parties put the entirelist of CC'sonthe
Internet in a searchable format as soon as possible.

5. Activities and Responsibilities of the Parties:
A. NIST Activities

1 OWM will contribute up to $25,000 toward the conversion and modernization of the NCWM database.
B. National Conference on Weights and Measures Activities

1 The NCWM will contribute up to $25,000 toward putting the information in Publication 5 on the Internet.
C. Joint Activities

Jointly, the Parties will engage in the following activities:

Action Itemsfor Project to put NCWM Publication 5 Information on the I nternet

1) Conduct focus group discussionswith NCWM State and industry membersto devel op specificationsfor the
search engine to access the NTEP Certificates of Conformance (CC's).

2) Revise current NTEP database to include additional fieldsthat will contain complete certificate information
necessary to display entire CC on the Internet.

3) Convert old CC'sthat are not in the NTEP database to an Internet compatible format such as PDF files.

4) Create afront-end form for the Internet with built-in search engine to enabl e searches on the various search
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criteriaidentified in the focus group discussions.
5) Design areport in order to generate an NTEP CC directly from the database.

Action Itemsfor the NCWM Database Conversion Project

1) Develop a conversion plan to ensure compatibility between NIST/OWM and the NCWM's Association
Managment Company.

2) Review existing structure of the database and develop anew structureto maximize useof the capabilitiesof
the new software.

3) Develop project managment time-line.

4) Implement capability to automatically generate directory of weights and measures officials, nominating

committee report, and other publications.

5) Create reportsto generate statistics regarding membership and to determine growth, publications sales, and
other parameters.

6) Structure the database to maintain training programs and courses and generate training certificates.

The Parties recognize that NIST's ability to carry out its non-fiscal responsibilities under this MOU, i.e., those which will
involve the expenditure of staff timein FY 1999, are subject to the availability of appropriated funds.

6. Length of Agreement:

This Agreement shall runfor 1 year from the date of the MOU's signing, and shall be renewable for durationsof 1 year. Either
Party to this Agreement may terminate it at any time by giving written notice to terminate the Agreement.

7. Amendment to Agreement:
This Agreement may be amended at any time by written agreement of authorized officials of the Parties.
8. Authority:

ThisMemorandum of Understanding is entered into under thetermsof 15 U.S.C. 8 1525, and under NI ST's organic authority,
under 15U.S.C. 6 272.

9. Contact Persons:

In order to facilitate communications between the Parties, the following persons shall be the primary contact personsfor the
respective Parties:

NIST Contact Person: Gilbert M. Ugiansky, Ph.D.

Chief, Office of Weights and Measures
NCWM Contact Person: Aves D. Thompson

Chairman

10. Fiscal Matters:
A. Budget
Please see the attached Budget. This document shall set forth the fiscal responsibilities of the Parties under this

MOU.
B. Transfer of Funds By NIST to NCWM
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11

NIST will transfer to NCWM the sums set forth therein to assist in sharing the costsincurred by NCWM in carrying
out the activitiesrelated to thisjoint project. Upon termination of thisMOU, any unused fundstransferred by NIST
to NCWM under thisMOU will bereturned to NIST with thefiling of the next scheduled accounting, ascalled for in
Section 11.

In the event of an early termination of this Agreement, unused funds must bereturned to NI ST within 60 days, or the
date of the next scheduled accounting, whichever isearlier. Methodsand proceduresfor payment shall minimizethe
time elapsing between the transfer of funds by NIST to NCWM and disbursement of those fundsby the NCWM or its
contractor(s). The Parties do not expect NCWM to oweinterest or other income on fundstransferred to it by NIST
under this MOU, because of the timing of the disbursements by NIST to NCWM.

C. Cash Management

Procedures for minimizing the time el apsing between the transfer of fundsfromthe U.S. Treasury and disbursement
by NCWM and its contractor(s) must be followed wherever advance payment procedures are used. NCWM must
establish reasonable procedures to ensure the receipt of reports on its contractor('s)(s) cash balances and cash
disbursements in sufficient time to enable them to prepare complete and accurate cash transactions reports to the
awarding agency. When advances are made by letter-of-credit or electronic transfer of funds methods, the NCWM
must make drawdowns as close as possible to the time of making disbursements. The NCWM must monitor cash
drawdowns by their contractor(s) to assure that they conform substantially to the same standards of timing and
amount as apply to advances to the NCWM.

Accounting:

NCWM and its contractor(s) must maintain recordswhich adequately identify the source and application of fundsprovided for
activities under this MOU. These records must contain information pertaining to NCWM or contractor(s) awards and
authorizations, obligations, unobligated balances, assets, liabilities, outlays or expenditures, and income. Within ninety (90)
days of the end of NCWM 'sfiscal year, NCWM shall provide to NIST an accounting statement reflective of its expenditures
related to the implementation of thisMOU for the preceding fiscal year.

Each accounting statement shall be certified by NCWM's Treasurer, or the equivalent certifying official. This certification
shall be in the form of the following statement:

12.

"I hereby certify that these are true, valid and correct financial obligations incurred by NCWM pursuant to the
conduct of itsdutiesand responsibilities relevant to the Memorandum of Understanding agreed to by the Parties, and
any addenda thereto. In addition, all financial records and documentation related to thisMOU are available at (the
relevant office(s) of NCWM) and are subject to audit at NIST's request.”

Rightsto Use Results of Joint Project:

Any publications or software created from thisjoint project shall be made available to both Parties, and each Party shall have
the right to publish or make use of any publications or software without obligation to the other Party. Each Party shall be
entitled to anon-exclusive, royalty-freelicenseinall countriesto trandate, reproduce, and publicly disseminate any scientific
and technical journal articles, reports and/or books directly arising from activities conducted under this joint project.
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13. Authorized Signatories:

This Memorandum of Agreement is executed by the duly authorized individuas whose signatures are affixed below:
National Institutes of Standards and Technology

By:__ Robert Hebner Date: September 28,1998

Robert Hebner
Deputy Director

National Conference on Weights and Measures

By: Aves D. Thompson Date: September 28,1998
Aves D. Thompson
Chairman
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Appendix C
Changes to the Bylaws for NCWM, Inc.

(information to be added is underlined and information to be deleted is eressed-out.)

BYLAWS

Article I - General
Section 1 - Corporate Status

This Corporation shall be known as "The National Conference on Weights and Measures, Inc.," hereinafter called the
“Corporation,” and is incorporated under the laws of the Commonwealth of Virginia as a Virginia Nonstock Corporation.

Section 2 - Tax Exempt Status

This Corporation is organized as a not-for-profit business league under section 501(c)(6) of the Internal Revenue Code
exclusively for not-for-profit purposes, including but not limited to improvement of business conditions, higher business
standards and better business methods; promotion of uniformity in weights and measures laws, regulations, and practices;
and sponsorship of educational and scientific programs. Such purposes are described in the Article II, “Goals,” in these
Bylaws. The Corporation is authorized, for not-for-profit purposes, to make distributions to organizations that qualify as
exempt organizations under § 501(c) of the Intemal Revenue Code, or the corresponding section of any future tax code. The
Corporation is primarily supported by membership dues and registration fees paid by members to attend meetings of the
Corporation.

No part of the net earnings of the Corporation shall inure to the benefit of, or be distributed to its members, directors, officers,
or other private persons, except that the Corporation shall be authorized and empowered to pay reasonable compensation for
services rendered and to make payments and distributions in furtherance of the purposes set forth in the Articles of
Incorporation. No substantial part of the activities of the Corporation shall be the carrying on of propaganda, or otherwise
attempting to influence legislation, and the Corporation shall not participate in, or intervene in (including the publication or
distribution of statements) any political campaign on behalf of or in opposition to any candidate for public office.
Notwithstanding any other provision of these Bylaws, and the Articles of Incorporation , the Corporation shall not carry on
any other activities not permitted to be carried on (a) by a Corporation exempt from Federal income tax under section
501(c)(6) of the Internal Revenue Code, or the corresponding section of any future Federal tax code, or (b) by a corporation,
contributions to which are deductible under the Intemal Revenue Code as a trade or business expense ordinary and necessary
in the conduct of the Corporation’s business.

Section 3 - Fiscal Year

The fiscal year of the Corporation shall be October 1 through September 30 of the following year.

Section 4 - Dissolution

The Corporation shall dissolve in the event that the number of members falls below two hundred and fifty (250).

Upon the dissolution of the Corporation, assets shall be distributed for one or more exempt purposes within the meaning of
section 501(c)(6) of the Internal Revenue Code, or any corresponding section of any future Federal tax code, or shall be
distributed to the Federal Government, or to a State or local government, for a public purpose. Any such assets not so
disposed of shall be disposed of by a Court of Competent Jurisdiction of the county in which the principal office of the
Corporation is then located, exclusively for such purposes or to such organization or organizations, as said Court shall
determine, which are organized and operated exclusively for such purposes.
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Section 5 - Relationship to the National Institute of Standards and Technology

The Corporation is in part self-supporting and in part sponsored by the Department of Commerce, National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST), by means of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) te-be developed between NIST
and the Corporation. NIST sponsorship is under the authority of that portion of the Organic Act (U.S. Code, Title 15, Chapter
7, Section 272) authorizing NIST to undertake "cooperation with the States in securing uniformity in weights and measures
laws and methods of inspection.”

As employees of the United States government, NIST staff are precluded by ethics laws, including sections 207-209 of Title
18 of the United States Code, from serving as officers, board members or employees of the Corporation.

The MOU referenced above establishes a joint project between the Corporation and NIST calied “The National Conference
on Weights and Measures". The MOU also names the Director of NIST the Honorary President of this Conference and
designates the Chief of the NIST Office of Weights and Measures as the Executive Secretary of the Conference. Under the
MOU, on behalf of NIST, the Executive Secretary provides liaison between NIST and the Corporation; administers the NIST
MOU and other cooperative agreements between NIST and the Corporation; advises the Corporation on technical and policy
issues and oversees the Technical Advisors assigned to work with the various committees of the Conference; develops and
does editorial review of publications of mutual interest as defined in the MOU;; and assists in planning the agenda for the
meetings of the Conference.

Article II - Goals

Section 1 - Goals
The goals of the National Conference on Weights and Measures, Inc., are:

A. Enhance the National Conference on Weights and Measures, Inc., as a national and international resource for measurement
standards development.

B. Provide uniform training programs for industry and government individuals involved in legal metroiogy.

C. Continue to develop new or alternative methods for improved delivery of weights and measures programs.

D. Continue to expand the role of the Conference in national, and as a resource in international, legal metrology.
Section 2 - Regional Conferences

The Corporation is a National Conference which is associated and has a close affiliation with four regional Weights and
Measures Conferences (Central, Northeastern, Southern and Westem). The Corporation actively seeks representation from

the four regions on its Board of Directors, standing and special purpose committees. The Corporation as a corporation has
no legal connection with the four regional conferences.

Article III - Membership

Section 1 - Types of Membership
Membership consists of three classes: active, advisory, and associate.
Active Membership.
Applies to individuals in the employ of States, Commonwealths, Territories, or Possessions of the United States, their
political subdivisions, the Navajo Nation, er and the District of Columbia who are actively engaged in the enforcement of

weights and measures laws and regulations.

Advisory Membership.
Applies to (1) representatives of agencies of the Federal Government, (2) representatives of State and local governments other
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than those involved in the enforcement of weights and measures laws and regulations, (3) foreign government officials, and
(4) retired persons who are interested in the objectives and activities of the Corporation and who participate as individuals
rather than as representatives of a particular industry or interest group.

Associate Membership.

Applies to representatives of manufacturers, industry, business, and consumers, and other persons who are interested in the
objectives and activities of the Corporation and who do not qualify as Active or Advisory member.

Section 2 - Form of Application
Each application for membership in this Corporation shall be in the form prescribed by the Board of Directors.

Section 3 - Submission of Application

Applications for membership shall be submitted to the Corporation along with the appropriate membership fee. The
membership will not be activated until the membership fee has been paid.

Article IV - Membership Fees and Records

Section 1 - Fee

The fee for annual membership, as well as the registration fee for each meeting of the Corporation, is fixed, and is subject
to revision, by a majority vote of the Board of Directors at any official meeting of the Board.

Seetion 23— Membership-\-

Section 3 2 - Membership Records

The Board of Directors shall designate an individual or organization to be responsible for membership, including collection
of membership fees and maintenance of membership records.

viduat-ororg the-Be

Section 6 3 - Waiver of Registration and Membership Fees

Individuals who have retired after 10 or more years of weights and measures employment in either the public or private
sectors, and who have attended at least one Annual Meeting, shall not be subject to the payment of the registration and
membership fees.

The spouses of retired members shall enjoy the same privileges as spouses of active members.
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Article V - Use of the Insignia

The insignia of the Corporation may be used or displayed only by members of the Corporation with express written approval
from the Board of Directors.

Atrticle VI - Directors
Section 1 - Directors

The Directors of the National Conference on Weights and Measures, Inc., shall be:
A. An 11-member Board of Directors consisting of:

Chairman,
Past-Chairman,
Chairman-Elect,
Treasurer, and

Seven other Directors: 4 directors to be elected from the active membership, the Nominating Committee will endeavor, where
practical, to nominate one director from each of the 4 (four) regional Conferences, (Central, Northeastern, Southern and
Western: the “Active Directors™); 1 director from the associate membership (the “Associate Director”); and 2 (two) at-large
Directors, (the “at-large Directors”) who may be elected from the Active, Advisory, or Associate membership who are eligible
to serve.

The treasurer and the active, associate and at-large directors may be consecutively re-elected, however, the consecutive
reelection of a Chairman and Chairman-Elect is prohibited. Should the Chairman- Elect for any reason be unable or unwilling

to be installed as Chairman, his/her successor shall be elected by the Board of Directors. In this event, the newly elected
Chairman-Elect shall be installed as Chairman.

Section 2 - Directors Eligibility

A. Any active member in good standing shall be eligible to hold the office of Chairman, Chairman-Elect, Past Chairman,
Treasurer, and Active Director, provided that the individual meets the other requirements set forth in the Bylaws. Further,
any Associate member is eligible to hold office as the Associate Director and any Active, Advisory, or Associate member

is eligible to hold office as-the-2 an at-large Directors.

B. The Chairman-Elect will be elected at the Annual Meeting 1 year prior to the term of setvice as Corporation Chairman.
After serving 1 year as Chairman-Elect, the incumbent will succeed to the office of Corporation Chairman.

Section 3 - Nominations and Elections
A. Nominating Committee

Each year prior to the Corporation’s Interim Meeting, the Chairman shall appoint a Nominating Committee. The Past
Chairman will serve as Chairman of the Nominating Committee.

B. Nominations

1. The Nominating Committee shall submit one name for each elective office and present its recommendation as a slate
in its report to the Corporation.

2. Additional nominations for officers may be made from the floor at the Annual Meeting provided that prior consent of
the nominee has been obtained in writing and presented to the presiding officer at the time of the nomination.
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C. Elections

Directors shall be elected during a designated session of the Annual Meeting by a formal recorded vote of the members in
attendance and eligible to vote on Corporation motions.

See Bylaws, Article X - Voting System
D. Terms of Office

1. The Chairman, Chairman-Elect, Past Chairman, and Treasurer, shall serve for a term of 1 year or until theu' SUCCESSOrs
are respectively elected or appointed and qualified. The Treasurer may be re-elected.

re-elected, The seven other directors shall serve for 5-year terms; except for the Associate Director, who shall serve a 3-year
term. Elections shall take place at such intervals as i are necessary to retain an 11-member Board at all times, g¢xcept that

vacancies shall be filled under Section 3, paragraph E, below, Fhe-seven-otherBireetors—may-be-re-eleeted:
2. All Directors shall take office immediately following the close of the Annual Meeting at which they were elected.
E. Filling Vacancies

In case of a vacancy in any of the elective offices, the Chairman (or, if the vacancy is for the Chairman’s position, the
immediate Past-Chairman) shall nominate a replacement, and that person shall be appointed to fill the office if a majority of
the members of the Board approve the nomination.

Section 4 - Insurance and Indemnification of Directors
A. Insurance

The Board of Directors is authorized to purchase insurance, including but not limited to, general liability insurance, errors
and omissions insurance, and directors and officers liability insurance, together with any other insurance deemed by the Board
to be reasonable, in such sums and for such premiums as the Board determines are appropriate.

B. Indemnification

The Corporation shall indemnify and hold harmless (to the fullest extent permitted by applicable law as it presently exists
or may hereafter be amended) any person who was or is made or is threatened to be made a party or is otherwise involved
in any action, suit or proceeding, whether civil, criminal, administrative or investigative (a “proceeding”) by reason of the
fact that he/she, or a person for whom he/she is the legal representative, is or was a director, officer, employee or agent of
this Corporation against all expenses, liability, and loss reasonably incurred or suffered by such person. The Corporation shall
be required to indemnify and advance expenses to a person in connection with a proceeding initiated against such person only
upon approval by the Board of Directors of the Corporation.

The Corporation shall prepay the expenses incurred in defending and any proceeding in advance of its final disposition.

If a claim for indemnification or prepayment of expenses under this Section is not paid in full within ninety days after a
written claim therefor has been received by the Corporation the claimant may file suit to recover the unpaid amount of such
claim and, if successful in whole or in part, shall be entitled to be paid the expenses of prosecuting the claim. In any such
action the Corporation shall have the burden of proving that the claimant was not entitled to the requested indemnification
or payment of expenses under applicable law.

The rights conferred on any person by this Section shall not be exclusive of any other rights which such person may have or
hereafter acquire under the statute, provision of the Articles of Incorporation, these Bylaws, agreement, vote of members or
disinterested directors or otherwise.

Any repeal or modification of the foregoing provisions of this Section shall not adversely affect any right or protection of
a director, officer or employee of the Corporation at the time of such repeal or modification.
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Section 5 - Removal of Directors

A director may be removed for cause upon a vote for his or her removal by a majority of the Board at a properly called
meeting of the Board. Removal for cause shall include, but not be limited to, failure by the Director to attend two consecutive
meetings of the Corporation. For purposes of this section, two consecutive meetings shall mean annual or interim meetings
of the Corporation.

Section 6 - Appointive Officials
A. The Corporation Chairman will annually appoint the following officials:
Four (4) Presiding Officers
Chaplain
Parliamentarian
Two (2) Sergeants-At-Arms
B. Assumption of Office

All appointive officials shall take office inmediately following appointment and will serve through the subsequent Annual
Meeting of the Corporation unless otherwise specified by the Corporation Chairman.

Article VII - Duties of the Directors and Appointive
Officials

Section 1 - Chairman

The Corporation Chairman has the role of Chief Executive Officer of the Corporation and, as such, has the broad authority
customarily associated with that role, including, but not limited to, the authority to make policy decisions on behalf of the
Corporation and take such actions as are necessary to put these decisions into effect. The Chairman is the principal presiding
officer at the meetings of the Corporation and of the Board of Directors, makes appointments to the several standing and
special purpose committees, and appoints other Corporation officials to serve during his or her term of office.

All contracts or other obligations requiring Corporation funding must be signed by the Chairman or his_or her designee.
Section 2 - Chairman-Elect

The Chairman-Elect will:

A. serve as acting Corporation Chairman in the event that the Chairman is unable to carry out the duties of that office,

B. perform other duties assigned by the Corporation Chairman,

C. serve on the Board of Directors,

D. prepare and develop a budget for review by the Board.

E. review ad hoc committees, sub-committees, task forces, and study groups to make a recommendation to the Board as to
the continuance of these committees.

Section 3 - Presiding Officers

The four Corporation Presiding Officers preside over sessions of the meetings of the Corporation as assigned by the
Corporation Chairman and assist the Chairman in the discharge of his or her duties.
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Section 4 - Executive Secretary

The Executive Secretary has those responsibilities that are assigned to the office pursuant to Article I, Section 5.

Section 5 - Treasurer

The Treasurer ensures the integrity of the fiscal affairs of the Corporation and serves on the Board of Directors of the
Corporation. The Treasurer performs other duties as assigned by the Chairman.

The Treasurer may appoint, with approval of the Board, an assistant to assist the Treasurer in the discharge of his or her
duties.

Section 6 - Chaplain

The Chaplain performs the customary duties of that office.

Section 7 - Parliamentarian

The Parliamentarian shall assist in assuring meetings of the Corporation are conducted in a proper manner. The rules

contained in Robert's Rules of Order shall govern the Corporation in all cases to which they are applicable, and in which they
are not inconsistent with these Bylaws.

Section 8 - Past Chairman

The most recent still-active Past Chairman will serve as Chairman of the National Type Evaluation Program (NTEP)
Committee and appoint active, advisory, and associate members to the technical committees of the NTEP program. The Past
Chairman will also serve as Chairman of the Nominating Committee.

Section 9 - Sergeants-At-Arms

The Sergeants-At-Arms help preserve order during the public sessions of the Corporation Annual Meeting. Their
responsibilities include ensuring that only registered delegates are present and that individuals or groups appearing before
the Corporation are properly identified.

Article VIII - Meetings of the Corporation

Section 1 - Annual Meeting

The Annual Business Meeting of members shall be held at the annual meeting of the Corporation. Notice of the annual
meeting shall be given in accordance with the provisions of Va. Code § 13.1-842. Notice shall be no less than 10 nor more
than 60 days before the date of the meeting, except that notice to act on an amendment to the Articles of Incorporation, a plan
of merger, a proposed sale of assets pursuant to § 13.1-900 or the dissolution of the Corporation shall be given not less than
25 nor more than 60 days before the date of the meeting.

The agenda for this meeting shall include the election of the Board of Directors,-apprevateftheAnnuel-Report-for-fiting, and

reports from the Chairman and the Treasurer.

The Annual Technical Meeting shall also be held at the Annual meeting of the Corporation and may include reports from
various committees, task forces, study groups, and other items pertinent to the Corporation, as well as the presentation of
technical papers, discussions, displays, entertainment, or other events at the discretion of the Board of Directors.
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Section 2 - Interim Meetings

The Interim Meetings of the Board of Directors and those Standing Committees designated by the Chairman shall be held
annually, approximately 6 months prior to the Annual Meeting in order to develop the agenda and committee recommenda-
tions to be presented to and acted on by the membership at the Annuai Meeting.

Section 3 - Special Meetings

A. The Corporation Chairman is authorized to order a meeting of the Board of Directors at any time such a session is deemed
by the Chairman to be in the best interests of the Corporation. Such meeting may, in at the discretion of the Chairman, take
place in any manner technologically possible, including, but not limited to, telephone conference calis and electronic mail.
A quorum shall consist of 7 members of the Board. Voting may be cast in any manner prescribed by the Chairman.

B. Other Committees of the Corporation are authorized to hold meetings at times other than the Annual Meeting or Interim
Meeting provided that:

1. such meeting or meetings have been provided for in the Corporation budget approved by the Board of Directors, or
2. such meeting or meetings are approved by the Chairman and funding is available within the approved budget, or

3. such meeting or meetings are approved by the Chairman and the Board of Directors including agreement to increase
the budget to cover the cost of the meeting.

Section 4 - Rules of Order

The rules contained in Robert's Rules of Order shall govern the Corporation in all cases to which they are applicable, and in
which they are not inconsistent with these Bylaws.

Article IX - Committees

Section 1 - Special Purpose Committees
The Special Purpose Committees consist of the following:

A. Nominating Committee. The Nominating Committee (referenced in Article VI, Section 3) shall be appointed annually
by the Chairman and shall consist of the most recent active Past Chairman of the Corporation as Committee Chairman and
six active members, to include at least one member representing each of the four regions. The nominating committee shall
. make recommendations to the Corporation for nominations for the Board of Directors. The nominating committee shall give
due weight and consideration to the recommendation of the Associate Membership Committee regarding the Associate
Director nomination.
B. Resolutions Committee. The Resolutions Committee shall be appointed by the Chairman and shall consist of three
members appointed for 3-year staggered terms.

E—Auditing-Committee—The-Auditing-Committee-shel-be-appeinted-by-the-Chai d—shetl tot-of th L
2 and—shall of three 3

€.D. Associate Membership Committee. The Associate Membership Committee shall consist of not less than five nor
more than 10 members, appointed by the Corporation Chairman from the associate membership. This Committee shall
represent a cross-section of interests within the associate membership. The Associate Membership Committee shall make
a recommendation to the Nemineating-Committee thmm_{qx_a_nmmmn_for the Laws and Regulatlons Committee and
the Admnmstratlon and Public Affairs Committee. as-wel-as-a

rec d for the A iat Dlrector nomination every three years, or m the event of a  vacancy to ﬁll the unexplred
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B-E. Credentials Committee. The Credentials Committee shall consist of three members all of whom are
appointed by the Corporation Chairman from the active membership, and shall consist of at least one member
from a State jurisdiction and one member from a city or county jurisdiction, serving on a rotating basis for 3 year
terms (a new member appointed each year to replace the member whose term expires). The senior member serves
as Committee Chairman.

Section 2 - Standing Committees

The Board of Directors may create and disband standing committees in the best interests of the Corporation. As referenced
in Article IX, Section 1, the Chairman makes appointments to the several special purpose committees. The current standing
committees are:

Committee on Specifications and Tolerances;
Committee on Laws and Regulations; and
Committee on Administration and Public Affairs.

A. Membership

The membership of each of the standing committees consists of five members, at least one member from each of the four
weights and measures regions, appointed by the Corporation Chairman from the active membership on a rotating basis for
5 year terms, or until a successor is appointed. In addition, every fifth year the Corporation Chairman shall appoint a
nonvoting Associate Member Representative (AMR) to the Committee on Laws and Regulations and the Committee on
Administration and Public Affairs. The AMR shall be nominated by the Associate Membership Committee and shall serve
a 5-year term, or until a successor is appointed.

When it is necessary to make an appointment to any of the standing committees to fill a vacancy caused by the death,
resignation, or retirement from active service by a committee member, the appointment is for the unexpired portion of the
member's term.

Except as noted, each standing committee annually selects one of its active members, preferably its senior member, to serve
as its chairman.

Section 3 - National Type Evaluation Program (NTEP) Committee

The NTEP Committee is comprised of eight members, from the active members of the Board of Directors, that is, the Past
Chairman as Chairman of the NTEP Committee, the Chairman, the Chairman-Elect, the Treasurer, and the four Active
Directors. In the event of a tie vote, the Chairman of the NTEP Committee shall have the deciding vote.

The NTEP Committee fixes the annual maintenance fee for retaining a National Type Evaluation Program Certificate of
Conformance. The NTEP Committee is responsible for the operation of the NTEP program with respect to its fiscal
management, providing guidance related to the activities of the program and establishing policy and procedures.

Through the Chairman of the NTEP Committee, members are appointed from the Advisory, Active, and Associate Members
to the Technical Committees of the National Type Evaluation Program. The Advisory members represent the interest of
manufacturers, retail sales organizations, and users of commercial devices. The Active members represent the interest of
government officials and the consumer. These committees make technical, policy, and procedural recommendations to the
NTEP C« ittee for impl ion

P

Section 4 - Ad Hoc Committees, Subcommittees, Task Forces, and Study Groups
Ad Hoc committees, subcommittees, task forces, and study groups are appointed by the Corporation Chairman from the

active, advisory, or associate membership, in any combination, as the need arises or the Corporation requests. All committees
are subject to an annual review by the Board.
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Section 5 - Duties and Fields of Operation of Board of Directors and Committees
A. Board of Directors

The Board of Directors is the goveming body of the Corporation and is authorized to make all decisions relating thereto,
including but not limited to the following:

1. conducts the business of the National Conference on Weights and Measures, Inc., as a Corporation, which at a
minimum includes (a) overseeing the preparauon—and-appmel of the annual report by-ﬂ!emembers for filing with the

Virginia State Corporation Commi in compli with Va. Code §13.1-936, and (b) payment of the annual
registration fees prescribed in Va. Code §13.1-936.1.

2. reviews and approves the budget.

3. selects the place and dates, and also fixes the registration fee for each meeting of the Corporation;

4. fixes the annual membership fee; and

5. advises the responsible individual or organization, as designated by the Chairman, with respect to the programs for

the meetings of the Corporation and its committees, and makes recommendations to the Corporation, the Corporation

officers, and the committee chairmen.
The Board of Directors, in the interval between meetings of the Corporation:

1. authorizes meetings of Corporation committees in accordance with the provisions of Article VIII, Section 3,

2. authorizes expenditures that are not in the budget, and

3. acts for the Corporation in all routine or emergency situations that may arise.
Special meetings of the Board may be held in at the discretion of the Chairman, and may take place in any manner
technologically possible, including, but not limited to, telephone conference calls and electronic mail. A quorum shall consist
of 7 members of the Board. Voting may be cast in any manner prescribed by the Chairman. All questions before the Board
of Directors will be decided whenever practical, by voice vote or by ballot, and will be decided on the basis of the majority
of votes cast.
The Board serves as a policy and coordinating body in matters of national and international significance which may include
such areas as metrication; the interaction with organizations such as the International Organization of Legal Metrology
(OIML), American National Standards Institute (ANSI), International Organization for Standardization (1SO), American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM), National Conference of Standards Laboratories (NCSL), and such internal matters
as may be required, including, for example, the Retiree Organization.
The Chairman, on behalf of the Board, annually presents a report on Corporation activities.
B. Committee on Laws and Regulations
The Committee on Laws and Regulations annually presents a report for Corporation action.
Its scope embraces all matters within the area of weights and measures supervision including:

1. the development and interpretation of uniform laws and regulations;

2. the study and-analysis of bills for legislative enactment;

3. the establishment and maintenance of published guidelines and other effective means of encouraging uniformity of
interpretation and application of weights and measures laws and regulations; and
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4. liaison with Federal agencies, State agencies, and other groups or organizations on issues within the purview of the
Committee. This role entails explaining, advocating, and coordinating Corporation positions, recommendations, and
needs before Federal Government agencies, consumer groups, the associate NCWM membership, domestic and inter-
national standards organizations, industry, trade associations, and others. The goals are to provide and solicit informa-
tion, develop a spirit of cooperation, and promote uniformity with the activities and standards of the NCWM.

C. Committee on Specifications and Tolerances

The Committee on Specifications and Tolerances annually presents a report for Corporation action.

Its scope embraces all matters dealing with:

1. specifications, tolerances, and technical requirements of any kind relating to scales, weights, measures, and weighing
and measuring devices and accessories, including interpretation of such material whenever necessary,

2. standards and testing equipment for weights and measures officials,
3. procedures for testing commercial equipment, and
4. liaison with Federal agencies, State agencies, and other groups or organizations on issues within the purview of the
Committee. This role entails explaining, advocating, and coordinating Corporation positions, recommendations, and
needs before Federal Government agencies, consumer groups, the associate NCWM membership, domestic and inter-
national standards organizations, industry, trade associations, and others. The goals are to provide and solicit informa-
tion, develop a spirit of cooperation, and promote uniformity with the activities and standards of the NCWM.

D. Committee on Administration and Public Affairs

The mission of the Committee is:

To provide leadership to develop and implement uniform, quality weights and measures services in the areas of:

- effective program management,

- education, and

- public relations.

The Committee on Administration and Public Affairs annually presents a report for Corporation action.

Its scope embraces all matters dealing with:
1. development and recommendation of administrative procedures;

2. education and training of weights and measures officials;

3. promotion of weights and measures principles and techniques among users of weights and measures devices and the
general public; and

4, liaison with Federal agencies, State agencies, and other groups and organizations on issues within the purview of the
committee. This entails explaining, advocating, and coordinating Corporation positions, recommendations, and needs
before Federal Government agencies, consumner groups, the Associate NCWM membership, domestic and international
standards organizations, industry, trade associations, and others. The goals are to provide and solicit information,
develop a spirit of cooperation, and promote uniformity with the activities and standards of the NCWM.

E. Nominating Committee
The Nominating Committee annually presents a slate of nominees for all elective offices. The names of these nominees shall

appear in the report of the Nominating Committee and shall be published in the Program and Committee Reports for the
annual meeting of the Corporation.

BOD-35



Board of Directors

F. Resolutions Committee

Each year at the Annual Meeting of the Corporation, the Resolutions Committee presents for Corporation action such
resolutions as it has been directed by the Corporation to prepare, and such additional resolutions as are deemed appropriate
by the Commiittee.

G. Auditing- Finance Committee

The Auditing Finance Committee may appoint an external auditor to audit the books of the Corporation and, if an auditor is
appointed, will evaluate the recommendations of the auditor and recommend an action thereon to the Board.

G- H. Credentials Committee

The Credentials Committee administers the Corporation voting system, makes decisions concerning disputed rights of
designated representatives, and approves or certifies representatives to the House of State Representatives.

H. L Associate Membership Committee

The Associate Membership Committee annually reports on its activities and makes recommendations to the Board of
Directors.

The Associate Membership Committee will make a recommendanon to the Nommatmg Comnmtee regardmg the Assocme
Director position on the Board, and ma ake 2 rece g g arg 2
as well as a recommendation m_m_cmnmm for a nommanon to the Laws and Regulatlons Commmee and the
Administration and Public Affairs Committee. Such recommendations are provided for in Article IX, Section 1 (D).

The Committee provides coordination and participation of associate members in all business and social affairs of the
Corporation.

Article X - Voting System

In the case of business issues relating to NCWM, Inc., as a Corporation, all questions before a meeting of the Corporation
are to be decided by voice vote of members of all three houses.

Members of all three houses may speak to all issues on the floor, both business and technical issues. However, the adoption
of final reports of committees on technical issues, as well as other technical issues, are to be decided by a formal recorded
vote of the active members in accordance with the following voting structures and procedures.

Section 1 - House of State Representatives

A. Official Designation

This body of Active members who are officially designated by their States and are present and registered at the Annual
Meeting shall be known as the "House of State Representatives.”

The House of State Representatives shall vote, as well as the House of Delegates, and the House of General Membership,
on all business issues relating to NCWM, Inc., as a Corporation.

The House of Representatives and the House of Delegates alone will vote on all technical questions before the Corporation,
including reports and recommendations of all of the Standing Committees (namely, the Specifications and Tolerances

Committee, the Laws and Regulations Committee, and the Administration and Public Affairs Committee) and the NTEP
committee, as well as all other technical issues relating to weights and measures; technical handbooks; and legal metrology.
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B. Composition

Each State is authorized one official to serve as its representative at the Annual Meeting of the NCWM. The State weights
and measures director, or his or her designee (State or local government official), is the State representative.

The District of Columbia, the Navajo Nation, and the U.S. Commonwealths and Territories that have weights and measures
programs similar to those of the States (for example, have followed the uniform laws and regulations and have adopted Hand-
book 44) are also allowed representatives.

C. Method of Designation

Each representative is specified annually to the Credentials Committee 30 days before the NCWM Annual Meeting.
Accommodation may be made for exceptions to this deadline. An alternate should be named prior to the NCWM Annual
Meceting in case the designated representative cannot attend.

Section 2 - House of Delegates
Official Designation

All other Active members present and registered at the Annual Meeting (those not sitting in the House of State Representa-
tives) are grouped as a body known as the "House of Delegates." The House of Delegates shall vote, as well as the House
of Representatives and the House of General Membership, on all business issues relating to NCWM, Inc., as a Corporation.

The House of Delegates and the House of Representatives alone will vote on all technical questions before the Corporations;,
ineluding-reports-and-r dati of-aH-of-the-Stending—C; ittees-(namely,—the-Speeifieati and-TFeol
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Section 3 - House of General Membership
Official Designation

This body shall comprise Associate and Advisory members of NCWM, Inc., who are present and registered at the Annual
Meeting. The House of General Membership shall vote, as well as the House of Representatives and the House of Delegates
on all business issues relating to NCWM, Inc., as a Corporation. The House of General Membership shall not vote on
technical questions before the Corporation, which includes reports and recommendations of all of the Standing Committees
(see Article IX, Section 2) and all other technical issues relating to weights and measures; technical handbooks; and legal
metrology.

Section 4 - Minimum Votes

A. House of State Representatives

A minimum of 27 votes in favor of, or 27 votes in opposition to, an issue must be cast for the vote to be considered official.
If 54 or more votes are cast in the House of State Representatives, a simple majority of the total votes is required to pass (or
defeat) the issue.

B. House of Delegates

A minimum of 27 votes in favor of, or 27 votes in opposition to, an issue must be cast for the vote to be considered official.

If more than 54 total votes are cast, a simple majority rules. Should a tie vote occur, or if the minimum votes in support or
opposition are not cast, the issue is decided by the vote of the House of State Representatives.
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Section 5 - Voting Rules

A. Quorum

A quorum shall consist of 27 eligible voting members in the House of State Representatives.

B. Proxy Votes

Proxy votes are not permitted. Since issues and recommendations in the committees' interim reports are often modified and
amended at the NCWM Annual Meeting, the attendance of officials at the NEWM Annual Meeting and voting sessions is
vital.

C. Method

For voting on business issues relating to NCWM, Inc., as a Corporation, all voting is by a voice vote of the members eligible
to vote. For voting on the adoption of final reports of committees on technical issues, as well as for. voting on all other issues,
and in the event that the voice vote is too close to be determined in the opinion of the Chairman, there shall be a show of
hands, standing vote, or machine (electronic) vote count. No abstentions are recorded.

D. Timing

Voting by all Houses is simultaneous.

E. Recording

The voting system which shall be used, except in the case of a voice vote, is designed to record the votes of voters, whether
an electronic system, show of hands, or standing vote is used.

F. Applicability
These procedures (rules) apply only to the plenary (general) sessions of the NCWM.
Section 6 - Committee Reports
Alternatives that may be used in voting on the reports:
A. vote on the entire report,
B. vote on grouped items or sections, or
C. vote on individual items; according to
1. committee discretion, or

2. on request by a voting delegate, with the support of 10 others.
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Section 7 - Amendments and Changes
A. Technical Items

1. Changes
Committee chairmen may offer changes to their final reports on the day of voting.

2. Amendments
Substantive amendments can be made at the request of weights and measures officials only, and:

a. a majority of the voting delegates of the House of State Representatives and the House of Delegates must vote
favorably before a proposed amendment can be accepted for debate.

b. A two-thirds favorabie vote of the House of State Representatives and the House of Delegates on the amendment
is required for passage (the requirement for a minimum vote of 27 in each House also applies).

B. Business Items

1. Changes
Committee or Board members may offer editorial changes to their final repots on the day of voting.

2. Amendments
Substantive amendments can be made at the request of any member, and:

a. a majority of the voting delegates of each House must vote favorably before a proposed amendment can be accepted
for debate.

b. a two-thirds favorable vote of each House on the amendment is required for passage (the requi fora

vote of 27 in all three Houses also applies).

Section 8 - Seating

A. Arrangement

The seating arrangement for voting sessions is shown in the diagram following Article XI of these bylaws.
B. Supervision

The members of the Credentials Committee will count votes and control placement and movement of delegates.

Section 9A - Voting - Technical Issues

At the conclusion of debate (if authorized) on a motion, there shall be a call for the vote by voice vote, a show of hands,
standing, or electronic count.

A. Motion Accepted If:

1. a minimum of 27 members of the House of State Representatives votes Yea.
And If

2. a majority of the members of the House of Delegates votes Yea (a minimum of 27 Yea votes required);’
And, in the case of motions relating to business items, If

3. a majority of the members of the House of General Membership votes Yea (a minimum of 27 Yea votes required).'
B. Motion Rejected If:

1. a minimum of 27 members of the House of State Representatives votes Nay
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And If

2. a majority of the members of the House of Delegates votes Nay (a minimum of 27 Nay votes required);’
And, in the case of motions relating to business items, If

3. a majority of the members of the House of General Membership votes Nay (a minimum of 27 Nay votes required).'

C. Split Vote:

When a split vote is recorded or the minimum number of votes supporting or opposing an issue is not obtained in the House
of State Representatives, the issue is returned to the Standing Committee for further consideration, except when there is a split
vote on approval of the annual report for filing with the Virginia State Corporation Commission. In the case of a split vote

on the filing of the annual report, the vote of the Chairman on the filing of the report shall prevail.

Except for the annual report, the Committee may drop the issue or reconsider it for submission the following year. The issue
cannot be recalled for another vote at the same Annual Meeting.

jority of 1 ; J voii N
g fati l f the Chai nall i

Section 10 - Procedures

The Corporation officers and committees observe in all of their procedures the principles of due process -- the protection of
the rights and interests of affected parties; specifically, they: (a) give reasonable advance notice of contemplated committee
studies, items to be considered for committee action, and tentative or definite reccommendations for Corporation action, for
the information of all parties at interest, and (b) provide that all interested parties have an opportunity to be heard by
committees and by the Corporation.

Article XI - Amendments

These Bylaws may be amended, added to, or repealed at any Annual Meetlng of the membershnp under nonnal Corporation
procedures. Proposed changes must be inelud de-o ard-o g3; published
in the recommendations of the Board of Dlrectors in its lntenm Report (contamed in the Program for the Annual Meeting,
NCWM Publication 16); and discussed at the open hearing of the Board of Directors at the Annual Meeting at which said
changes will be voted on. Amendments to the Bylaws must be approved by a minimum of a simple majority vote in-att-three

otisesH ottsc-of-State-Representatives;the House-ef- Delegates-and-the Heouse-o al-Membership of the general

! If the minimum number of votes required to pass or fail an issue is not cast in the House of Delegates or the House of
General Membership, the issue will be determined by the vote of the House of State Representatives.
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Figure 1. Seating Arrangement
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Appendix D
International Organization of Legal Metrology (OIML) and
Asia-Pacific Legal Metrology Forum (APLMF) Reports

Report on OIML
By Samuel E. Chappell, Chief
Technical Standards Activities Program
Office of Standards Services, NIST
July 1999

33" Meeting of the I nter national Committee of Legal Metrology (CIML)

Representatives of 43 of the 56 member nations participated in the CIML meeting from October 28 to 30, 1998, in Seoul,
Federal Republic of Korea. Mr. James Truex of Ohio wasamember of the U.S. Delegation and al so represented the National

Conference on Weights and Measures.
Reports on the following items were presented:

5] Technical Activities

- Dr. Chappell reported on the status of the projectsin the various OIML Technical Committees, and he emphasized
theimportance of keeping thework current. Therefore, inthe 1998 Annual Reports on the status of thework projects
of the various Technical Committees, the Secretariats will be requested to also report on plansto reaffirm or revise

any Recommendeations or Documents that are more than 5 years old.

- CIML approved the following five draft Recommendations:

PR-1 Addendum (test procedures and test report format) for R 101 "Indicating and recording pressure gauges,

vacuum gauges, and pressure-vacuum gauges with elastic sensing elements (ordinary instruments).”

Pr-2 Addendum (test procedures and test report format) for R 109 " Pressure gauges and vacuum gauges with elastic

sensing elements (standard instruments)”

PR-3 "Radiochromic film dosimetry system for ionizing radiation processing of materials and products’
(prepared by the U.S.A.)

PR-5 "Focimeters" (revision of OIML R 93)

PR-6 "Ergometers’

5] OIML Certificate System

M. Kochsiek reported on the Certificate System including the new Recommendations to be added to the System and
provided the numbers of Certificates issued for the various categories of instruments that are now a part of the
System. The International Bureau of Legal Metrology (BIML) prepares anoticein the Quarterly OIML Bulletin of
the Certificates issued. BIML prepares an annua written report to CIML that identifies the issuing authoritiesin
member nationsfor Certificates for pattern approval of instruments covered by Recommendations currently included

in the System.
5] Member States and Corresponding Members

- The Republic of South Africa, anew member, was officially represented at this meeting. Guatemala and

Madagascar have recently joined as corresponding members. Croatiaisin the process of accession as a member

of the Convention.

- BIML reported on a proposal regarding the possibility of corresponding members participating as observersin
CIML meetings and in the work of some of the technical committees. The CIML approved this proposa and
requested that the President and BIML draft appropriate rules for such participation that would take into

consideration CIML members' comments.

5] Developing Countries
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M. Kochsiek reported on the Development Council meeting that took place before the CIML meeting and also
reported on the Symposium on the "Role of Metrology in Economic and Social Development” at the Physikalisch-
Technische Bundesanstalt (PTB) in Germany in June 1998, which was sponsored by PTB, OIML, BIPM, and the
International Measurement Confederation (IMEKO). BIML reported on the activities of the Development Council
from its initiation in 1978 to the present. Mrs. Annabi, CIML member for Tunisia, was elected Chair of the
Development Council. She presented adraft plan of actionto CIML membersfor comment. In consideration of the
comments received, an amended draft action plan will be prepared with support of the BIML staff and distributed to
CIML for comment and approval by correspondence.

5] Mutua Acceptance Agreement for OIML Certificates and Test Reports

Dr. Chappell reported on the activities of the ad hoc working group established to examine the issue of
"accreditation” and related matters. In particular, he reported onthe April 1998 meeting at NIST of representatives of
10 OIML member countriesand BIML at whicha "Mutual Agreement to Accept and Utilize OIML Certificatesand
Associated Test Reports' was discussed. A timetable for action plans for this work was presented. It was
recommended that this work being carried out by an ad hoc working group should be established under either an
existing or new Technical Committee. Action will be taken to implement this recommendation. The plans will be
presented to CIML for consideration for approval at its next meeting in October 1999.

[§] Liaisons

The President, various CIML members, and the Director of BIML reported on liaisonswith variousinternational and
regional bodiesincluding the Métre Convention (the Joint Working Group), International Laboratory Accreditation
Cooperation (ILAC), the Joint Committee for Guides in Metrology (JCGM), the International Organization for
Standardization (1SO), the International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC), the International Accreditation Forum
(IAF), the World Trade Organization (WTO), the Western European Lega Metrology Cooperation (WELMEC), the
Inter-American Metrology System (SIM), APLMF, and others. In particular, the request from APLMF to give
priority to certain work projects was noted.

[S] Report on BIML Activities.

B. Athané provided awritten report on BIML activities since thelast CIML meeting. Thisreport will be printed in
the next OIML Bulletin.

5] Other Matters
- A meeting of the Presidential Council was scheduled for February 16 to 17, 1999. In addition to reviewing the
status of the work, a recommended long-range plan will be developed based on the Birkeland Report and the
Development Seminar held at PTB in June 1998.
- The CIML reelected Mr. Kochsiek to be one of the two Vice Presidents for another term to end in 2003 and
appointed lan Dunmill of the U.K. asaBIML Assistant Director to replace Nathalie Dupuis-Désormeaux of Canada
who resigned as of October 31, 1998. Mr. Dunmill is expected to report to BIML in early 1999.
- Mr. Magana, CIML member for France, announced that he would be organizing aOIML Seminar on "software" to
be held in Paris on September 30 and October 1, 1999. Deborah Ripley will represent NIST, and Charles Gardner,
Suffolk County, NY,, will represent the NCWM and present a paper on the status of this subject within the NCWM.
e 34™ Meeting

The 34™ meeting of CIML will be held in Tunis, Tunisia, from October 6 to 8, 1999. A meeting of the OIML
Development Council will be held on October 5.
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Presidential Council Meeting

The CIML Presidential Council met at BIML in Parison February 16 and 17, 1999. The state of progress of OIML technical
committees and subcommittees and their approved projectswere reviewed asreflected in the annual reports submitted by the
Secretariats. Other topics addressed included a detailed review of the long -term plans for OIML based on the Birkeland
Report. Inthediscussion, assistance to devel oping countries and the effective meansfor general communication of the OIML
work program were also considered.

Activitiesof OIML Secretariats

This part of the report provides: (1) an identification of work, either Recommendations (Rs) or Documents (Ds), being
developed in Technical Committees (TCs) and Technical Subcommittees (SCs) of specific interest to the NCWM and (2) a
schedule of activities of Secretariats, the U.S. National Working Groups (NWGS), and the International Working Groups
(IWGs) of committees and subcommittees that have recently taken place or are planned for the near future. Deborah Ripley,
NIST, reported more details of these activities to the NCWM Specifications and Tolerances Committee.

5] TC1 Terminology (Poland)

The Secretariat distributed athird CD revision of the "V ocabulary of Legal Metrology" (1978 Edition) for review
and comment by May 1998. A meeting to discuss this work was held in November 1998 in Warsaw, Poland. The
United States was not represented at the meeting, but sent comments on the draft revision.

5] TC3 Metrological Control (U.S.A.)

A task group meeting was held in February 1999 after the meeting of the CIML Presidential Council on
"accreditation of legal metrology activities." Representatives of Australia, France, Germany, Netherlands, Russia, the
United Kingdom, and the U.S.A. participated. A third draft OIML Document "Mutual Acceptance Agreement on
OIML Pattern Evaluations" prepared by the United States was discussed. The decisions of this meeting led to
development of a4™ draft Document on the subject that was discussed at asubseguent meeting in June 1999 in Paris
at an international working group meeting of OIML TC3 "Metrological Control." The Secretariat chaired that
meeting, which atotal of 40 people representing 17 OIML member nations and 2 liaison organizations attended. A
resolution of the meeting was that this work should be organized under a new subcommittee, OIML TC3/SC5
"Conformity Assessment" for which the United States and the International Bureau of Legal Metrology will be the
co-secretariat. Thework program for OIML TC3/SC5 will be presented to CIML for consideration at its 34" meeting
in Tunisiain October 1999.

5] TC6 Prepackaging (U.S.A.)
The Secretariat ispreparing afirst CD revision of OIML R87 "Net Content in Packages." A meeting for consultation
with European experts has been scheduled in September 1999 to discuss EU regulationsfor prepackaged products so
as to achieve harmonization of U.S. and EU requirementsin the revised R87.

] TC7 Instruments for Measuring Length and Associated Quantities (United Kingdom)
- TC7/SC5 Multi-dimensional Measuring Instruments (Australia)
The U.S.A. responded with a yes vote and comments to BIML on the draft OIML Recommendation on "Multi-

dimensional Measuring Instruments’ prepared by Australiain March 1999. This draft Recommendation will be
further considered for approval at the 34" CIML meeting in October 1999.
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TC8 Instruments for Measuring Quantities of Fluids (Switzerland)

The Secretariat hosted an WG meeting to take place on February 12, 1999, in Wabern, Switzerland. The following
Recommendations were reviewed with the aim of revising them to include a test procedure and format of the test
report: R4 Volumetric flasks (one mark) in glass;, R29 Capacity serving measures; R40 Standard graduated pipettes
for verification officers; R41 Standard burettes for verification officers; R43 Standard graduated glass flasks for
verification officers; R45 Casks and barrels, and R96 M easuring container bottles. A resolution of the meeting was
to combine R4, R29, R43, R45, and R96 into a new draft OIML Recommendation "Vessels for Public Use."

- TC8/SC3 Dynamic Volume Measurement (Liquids other than Water) (Germany)
The Secretariat distributed to the IWG a 1% CD revision of OIML R118 for comment by September 1999.
- TC8/SC4 Dynamic Mass Measurement (Liquids Other Than water) (U.S.A.)

OIML R105"Direct Mass Flow Measuring Systemsfor Quantitiesof Liquid" isbeing considered for revision by the
Secretariat.

- TC8/SC5 "Water Meters’ (United Kingdom)

Meetingswereheld to discusstherevision of OIML R49 "Water Meters' at PTB in Germany in September 1998, at
BIML in Parisin November 1998, in Israel in March 1999, and at the NWML in the U.K in June 1999. One of two
different draft revisions of R49 "Water Meters Intended for the Metering of Cold Water" will be considered for
approval by CIML at its 34™ meeting in October 1999.

- TC8/SC6 "Measurement of Cryogenic Liquids' (U.S.A.)

The BIML distributed to CIML members for review and vote a completed draft Annex C "Test Report Format"
prepared by the Secretariat for OIML R81 "Dynamic Measuring Devicesand Systemsfor Cryogenic Liquids." That
draft was approved by correspondence in April 1999.

- TC8/SC7 "Gas Metering" (Belgium)

The U.S. participated in an IWG meeting in Brussels in February 1999 to discuss a third working draft OIML R
"Measurement of Quantities of Gas Distributed by Pipeline" (to included natural gas and compressed natural gas).
The Secretariat plans to distribute a new draft to collaborating members for comment and schedule a meeting to
discussit in early 2000.

TC9 Instruments for Measuring Mass and Density (U.S.A.)

Thedraft revision of OIML R60 "Load Cells' prepared by the Secretariat and sent to BIML for distributionto CIML
for comment and vote was approved by correspondence in March 1999. CIML will consider it for approval at the
32" meeting in October 1999.

- TC9/SC2 Automatic Weighing Instruments (United Kingdom)

TheU.S.A. responded with ayes vote and commentsto the Secretariat on the third CD draft OIML Recommendation
on "Automatic Road Weighbridges for Vehiclesin Motion" in May 1999.

- TC9/SC3 Weights (U.SA.)

OIML R33 "Conventional Value of the result of Weighing in Air" will be withdrawn and revised as an OIML
Document. A task group with representativesfrom France, Germany, and the U.S.A. plan to meet in September 1999
to initiate this work.

OIML R47 "Standard Weightsfor Testing High Capacity Weighing Machines' and OIML R52 "Hexagonal Weights

(Ordinary Accuracy Class from 100 g to 50 kg)" will both be withdrawn, and the appropriate text referencing each
will beincorporated in the revision of OIML R111.
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5] OIML R111"Weight ClassesE, F, and M." Asaresult of decisions of the IWG at itsmeeting at NIST in May 1998,
the Secretariat prepared a 1% CD revision of OIML R111 to include test procedures and a test report format. This
draft revision was distributed by the Secretariat to collaborating member nations of TC9/SC3 for comment by June
1999. Onthebasis of the commentsreceived, asecond CD of R111 will be distributed to the WG for TC9/SC3 for
comment and vote by September 1999.

Fifth Asia Pacific L egal Metrology Forum (APLMF)

The APLMF met on October 26 - 27, 1998 in Seoul, Republic of Koreaprior to the 33 CIML meeting. Representativesof 16
of the 22 member economies attended. Mr. James Truex of Ohio wason the U.S. Delegation and al so represented the NCWM.

Peru conveyed regretsfor not being ableto attend. Thefollowing international and regional organizationswere also present as
observers: OIML, SALMEC, and WELMEC.

John Birch of Australiaand Convenor of APLMF welcomed the participants and thanked the staff of the Korean National
Ingtitute for Technology and Quality (KNITQ) for hosting the meeting. He indicated that Columbia had applied for
membership, and the application was endorsed by the members present.

Birch presented an oral report, which was also provided in written form, on the APLMF that included thefollowing highlights:
Since the establishment of the Forumin 1995, the technical programs have shown rapid expansion that was made possible by
strong commitment of members. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) has been drafted among participating economies of
the APLMF. Itisexpected to be completed before and signed at the next Forum meeting in the fall of 1999. The MOU will
call for participants to pay fees to support the Secretariat. Australia will relinquish the responsibility of Convenor. The
Convenor in the future shall be referred to as the President of the Forum and may or may not provide the Secretariat.

Summary reports of Working Group meetings held before the APLMF meeting are as follows:

5] Mutual recognition agreements
Dr. Chappell provided areport on the activities of the OIML Task Group on "Accreditation." (Seethereport to CIML
and OIML TC3 on this subject.)

5] Goods packed by measure
John Barker of New Zealand, Chair of this Group, reported the following recommendations: (1) asurvey should be
conducted of member economies on prepackaged productswith regard to standard sizes and loss of moisture content;
(2) OIML should give priority for revising OIML R87 on "net content in prepackaged products' to include quality
systems, statistical sampling, and accreditation and certification of packing facilities; and (3) consideration should be
given to development of Iabeling requirementsfor prepackaged productswith aquality mark which could be modeled
on the current European E-mark system.

5] Intercomparison testing
John Birch, Chair of the Group, reported that the intercomparison of nonautomatic weighing instruments had been
completed, and areport isbeing prepared. Anintercomparison of load cellsisnow underway. A questionnaire will
be distributed to members to determine their interest in participating in an intercomparison of standard masses and
reference standard (master) meters for flow measurements.

[¢] Rice moi sture measurement
Kerry Marston of Australia reported that (1) a suitable expert (a U.S. expert had been recommended but was
unavailable for the specified time period) will be sought to conduct studies of such measurements in Thailand and
Vietnam and that (2) specifications will be sought from manufacturers of the most commonly used instruments.

5] Utility meters
Rene Magnan of Canadareported that (1) aquestionnaire would be finalized on the information on the performance
requirements of heat metersand that (2) OIML would be requested to give priority to devel oping aRecommendation
on electricity meters and for developing statistical sampling plans for verification as applied to all utility meters.
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S} Training
Kerry Marston of Australiareported on the well- received training courses on "high capacity weighing instruments"
and "nonautomatic weighing instruments” provided by APLMF in Shanghai, Chinain September 1998. (Six people
from the U.S.A. participated in these courses.) Further recommendations were: (1) to develop atrain the trainer
course for vehicle petroleum and liquid petroleum gas; (2) to develop aregional directory of training and anetwork
of training providers; and (3) to promote use of the training module on "nonautomatic weighing instruments' in
cooperation with OIML.

During the APLMF meeting, adiscussion the subject of the effects of "temperature compensation" on the sale of gasolinewas
discussed. The current practices in various countries were discussed by Dr. Ki Won Lee (Korea), Jim Truex (NCWM,
U.S.A.), Alan Johnston (Canada), and John Birch (Australia).

The next meeting of the APLMF will be held in Bali, Indonesia, in September 1999. Mr. Aves Thompson of Alaska, Past
Chair of the Board of Directors of the NCWM, will accompany Dr. Chappell to represent the United States.
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Appendix D (Continued)
OIML and APLMF Reports

November 25, 1998

Dr. Sam Chappell

Chief, Technical Standards Activities Program
NIST / Office of Standards Services

Bldg. 820 / Room 162

Gaithersburg, Maryland 20899-0001

Dear Sam:

Once again, it was my pleasure to represent the NCWM and be a part of the U.S.A. delegation at the recent
APLMF and CIML Mestings. | enjoy working with you and your staff.

Enclosed is my report to NIST per the contract requirements. | believe the report includes the observations and
recommendations you need from a NCWM perspective.

If you have any questions or need my report in a different format, please feel free to contact me at your earliest
convenience.

Sincerely,

OHIO DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

James C. Truex
Assistant Chief
Division of Weights and Measures

Enclosure
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Observations
Fifth APLMF Meeting

As one can see, after reviewing the report items, the APLMF had a very aggressive and full agenda with a wide range of
issues. Australia, once again, put alot of time, resources, and effort into the APLMF, especially Mr. John Birch who isthe
appointed APLMF Convenor.

Major issues discussed during the pre-package goods report included moisture loss due to dehydration (moisture loss),
standard package sizes, drained weight, an "e mark" or "I mark" system, and unit pricing. Sound familiar?

It was reported that theinitial report of intercomparison testing resultsfor non-automatic scal es should be out within 6 months.
The report will first be sent to the participating laboratories for input reasons, then finalized for publication.

An intercomparison of master meters was proposed. Who does testing of meters to OIML standards in the U.S.
NIST/Boulder? Nobody?

The APLMF Training Work Group isworking on an OIML R76 examination procedure outline for use by afield inspector.
OIML recommendeations do not seem to take field testing concernsinto consideration. It'sasif there was an afterthought to put
some subsequent verification statementsin the recommendations. Training for devel oping and many devel oped countriesisa
very real concern. Thereisnot alot of quality training available in the field of legal metrology.

The scope of the Utility Meters Work Group includeswater, gas, electric, heat, and telephone meters. There hasnot been alot
done by the work group to date. They are not sure how to deal with telephone meters (time). They are urging the CIML to
continue work on a sampling plan for verification of utility meters.

There were some interesting discussions pertaining to temperature correction on petroleum at the retail level. Austraia,
Canada, and Koreahave put together comprehensive reportsfromtheir perspective. With automatic temperature compensation
of retail gasoline sales being practiced just north of our border, the NCWM must watch the situation and look at the pros and
cons.

It was apparent to me that other countries welcome and want the NCWM to beinvolved inthe APLMF. | got theimpression
that they truly respect our States, our NTEP labs, and the NCWM. | was once again reminded that our foreign colleaguesdo a
better job of reading NCWM reports than most of usdo in the United States. At thismeeting, like other international meeting |

have attended, | was asked dozens of questionsabout NCWM agendaitems. Many del egates asked me questions pertaining to
software, motor fuel quality, our privatization experiences, the U.S. State/local W& M system, NTEP, package labeling and
other topics.

It was agreed that new work groups be formed on taximeters, metrological control of measurementsin international trade of
bulk commodities, and environmental measurements (air pollution).

Inmany cases APLMF projects are very similar to NCWM projects. For thisreason aone, | think the NCWM should obtain
and review APLMF reports, training materials, and other documents. Such an effort could result in asavings of time for the
NCWM.

CIML Meeting

Questions pertaining to the evaluation of software were discussed. It appearsthelegal metrologistsof theworld arefaced with
thedilemmaof wherelegal metrology responsibility endsin asystem and the el ectronic massaging of data, information, and/or
numbers takes over.

A lack of training resources. The need to produce training videos and training documents was discussed.

The second draft of the"Mutual Agreement on OIML Pattern Evaluations' was discussed in depth during both APLMF and
CIML meeting sessions. Mgjor discussion points included:

1 How to achieve mutual confidence?
2. Can non-issuing authorities participate?
3. Shouldn't it be referred to as a"multi-lateral agreement” instead of a"mutual recognition agreement” or

"mutual recognition arrangement”?
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4. Should the use of subcontractors be allowed?

How can we assure that production meets type?

Can we be more specific about the requirements of the parties?
Arethereliability questions?

Isit truly multi-lateral or bilateral if it allows voluntary acceptance of test data?
. Will software be involved in the agreement?

10. Why don't we just use the WELMEC type approval agreement?

11. Accreditation should solely be based upon peer review.

12. It isimportant to adhere to the time schedule developed for this project.

© 0N U

Delegates suggested a seminar leading into atechnical committee on software. Mr. Athane talked about the possibility of a
technical seminar on software in June or September of 1999.

It wasinteresting to get some statistics pertaining to the OIML Certificate System. Many peoplein the United Statesthink the
OIML Certificate System isancient compared to NTEP. Actually, thefirst OIML certificate wasissued in 1992. There have
only been 401 certificates issued, for eight device categories and 348 of the 401 are for scales and load cells. Thereare 14
certificates for gas pumps.

An interesting document surfaced during the CIML meeting. The document titled "L egal Metrology at the Dawn of the 21%
Century" was authored by Mr. Knut Birkeland, a past President of the CIML. The document, appropriately nicknamed the
Birkeland Report, isstrikingly similar to the NCWM report of the Blue Sky Task Force. Thereport led to conversation about
problems in developing countries, privatization, deregulation, the importance of the involvement of industry, international
harmonization, standardization of laws and policies, accreditation of |aboratories, accreditation of field certification programs,
mutual confidence in other legal metrology programs, software evaluation by the type approval authority, and testing of
software in the field. It was stated that, if legal metrology bodies do not pay attention to the world around them and react
accordingly, someone may make decisions about their direction for them. All of these topics should sound familiar to NCWM
members. Other legal metrology/weights and measures authorities are trying to deal with the same issues of concern.

Recommendations on NCWM Participation

Asl stated in my report last year, my recommendations are the same or similar in many respects asthose of Darrell Guensler,
BarbaraBloch, and Charlie Gardner who preceded mein representingthe NCWM at APLMF Meetings. | respectfully submit
the following recommendations:

1. The NIST/Technical Standards Activities Program should take the lead roll in U.S. APLMF participation. The
NCWM should assist NIST in this endeavor and continue active participation in the Forum. Wearein aposition to
influence the standards devel opment of the APLMF and perhaps OIML documentsthrough the APLMF. We should
communicatewith WELMEC, but remember that WELMEC isaEuropean regional group. The possibility of another
regional group, for example alegal metrology forum for the Americas, must be considered. There hasaready been
onetraining workshop for the countries of the Americas. | think thereistalk about continuing those efforts. A major
concern could be that there are no OIML certificate issuing authorities in the Americas, with the exception of the
United States and, to the best of my knowledge, the United States has not issued its first OIML certificate.

2. The NCWM must determine the appropriate level of involvement in APLMF and resources available as part of the
Strategic Planning Project. A process to select appropriate representatives should be developed. Representatives
reporting responsibilities to the NCWM as aresult of participation should be documented.

3. Continue to participate in the intercomparison on pattern approval testing in appropriate areas. This helps our labs
understand OIML requirements, understand test procedures, and identify possible deficiencies. Further, it will
contributeto other countries confidencein our technicians capabilities, |aboratories, and overall W&M system. This
could al'so be our fastest avenueto theissuance of OIML Certificates by NTEP, whichwill assist U.S. manufacturers
in foreign markets.

4. Participate in appropriate training workshops such as the R76 train the trainer. The NCWM should consult with
NIST to identify appropriate participants. For example, | think one NIST/OWM representative and one NTEP
representative should attend training sessions deemed necessary. Those representatives should then be responsible
for training other NTEP technicians as appropriate. NCWM/NTEP involvement will most likely be mandatory in
nature as we become more involved with the OIML Certificate system and work to achieve mutual confidence with
foreign laboratories. On other developing projects, NCWM S&T or L& R involvement may be considered fruitful.
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In light of the fact that the NCWM was responsible for the most recent "Mutual Agreement on OIML Pattern
Evaluations' project initiative, the NCWM should play a mgjor role in its development. There have been many
concerns expressed. NIST and NCWM members must pay close attention to discussions, proposals, and
developments. The draft OIML document should be shared with U.S. manufacturers of scales and meters for
comment. Will metering devices beincluded in the agreement? An OIML test capability profilefor NTEP should be

developed.
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Appendix E

Report of the Metrology Subcommittee
For the 1999 NCWM Annual Meeting

Subcommittee Member ship:

Ronald Balaze, M| (MIDMAP), Chair
Ken Fraley, OK (SWAP), Vice Chair
L.F. Eason, NC (SEMAP)

Joe Rothleder, CA (WRAP)

Jose Torres, PR (CaMAP)

Dan Newcombe, ME (NEMAP)

BUDGET PROPOSALS

The Metrology Subcommittee interim report to the BOD included two funding requests in Appendix 1 to Metrology
Subcommittee Report. Thefirst requested travel expensesfor an annual meeting with NIST management and representatives
from Technology Services (OWM and the calibration program). The second requested funds for a subcommittee
representativeto attend the NCWM interim meeting. We have not been advised of the Board' s decision on these requests and
would like an update at the NCWM Conference.

STATE LABORATORY ACCREDITATION

The following seven States have applied for NIST-funded National Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation Program (NVLAP)
accreditation:

Arizona
Connecticut
Indiana
Maine
Michigan
Ohio
Oklahoma

TheMinnesotaand Virginialabs are accredited at thistime. Thelisted labs have submitted applications and Quality Manuals.
They are waiting for the results of the Quality Manual reviews and the scheduling of on site audits. Several other Statesare
working toward submitting applicationsthisyear. The subcommitteeisasking the BOD to continueto voicetheir support for
continued NIST funding of NVLAP accreditation.

NIST/OWM has been working with NVLAP to streamline the sharing of data and information related to the applications
received from the States. OWM has been coordinating the review of quality manuals and will be providing the review along
with any responses and manua changesto NVLAP to assist the quality documentation review. OWM is providing dataon
proficiency testing to NVLAP for review in lieu of additional proficiency tests and will be reviewing the parameters and
ranges that laboratories apply for along with their uncertainty statements. OWM is making an effort to keep the cost of
accreditation down by working as close as possible with NVLAP.

FUNDING REQUESTS

The interim report to the BOD reviewed the status of OWM funding for calibration of state standards. As of this time there
have been no suggestions on how to have funding restored for this project.

H-105 WEIGHT CART AND CALIBRATION INTERVAL DRAFTS

TheNIST solicitation for input and comments on the H-105 drafts on Weight Cartsand Calibration intervals have been widely
circulated and the comments from all concerned are being discussed at the NCWM Metrology Subcommittee Meeting. There
are more than 60 pages of comments and suggestions to discuss. Based on initial analysis and recommendations, additional
data will need to be collected. When the additional data is combined with the current data an extensive review will be
conducted through a working group of interested parties coordinated by NIST. The presently available data has been
submitted to Juana Williams for the S& T committee to work on “user requirements’ for weight carts.
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1999 STATE METROLOGY LABORATORY WORK LOAD SURVEY

The results of the 1999 Metrology Work Load Survey have been compiled by Ken Fraley (OK) and are being discussed
Sunday, July 25, at the NCWM Metrology Subcommittee meeting. Approximately 45 States responded to the survey.

COMBINED RMAP MEETING

A combined RMAP meeting will be held in conjunction with the NIST Centennial year events. The meeting will be held at
NIST from March 19 through March 23, 2001. OWM will take special advantage of the meeting at NIST to providetraining
directly from thetechnical staff in areas such as mass, volume, thermometry, hygrometry and statistics. OWM will work with
representatives from each RMAP region to develop the training workshop to ensure it meets metrology training needs.

ROUND ROBINS

The 1-kg round robin for pivot labs and the environmental round robin are being circulated to gather datathat will be used as
preliminary information for the key comparisons. The Oklahoma, Arizona, California, Idaho, Maine, Connecticut, Michigan,
Minnesota, North Carolina, Georgiaand Puerto Rico laboratorieswill beinvolved in the key comparisonsthat are scheduled to
start in January 2000.

Thefollowing Round Robins (listed by RMAP) are being planned or in progress around the country to determine proficiency,
evaluate standards and assist in determining calibration intervals.

MIDMAP

20-Ib and 10-Ib Class F mass
Environmental measurements

1 kg for pivot lab (Minnesota and Michigan)
% pint volume (gravimetric)

5-gallon test measure

2-1-kg precision mass

SWAP

Environmental measurements

1 kg for pivot lab (Oklahoma and Arizona)
200 g — 1-mg precision mass

SEMAP:

12-inch rule of special design to evaluate the accuracy of current length calibration procedures
5-gallon test measure

Environmental measurements

1 kg for pivot labs (North Carolina and Georgia)

100 mg — 1-mg precision mass

500-1b mass

NEMAP

Environmental measurements

1 kg for pivot labs (Maine and Connecticut)
10-kg, 5-kg, 100-mg, 1-mg precision mass
Small volume RR 1 pint, ¥2 pint

WRAP

Environmental measurements (Compl eted)
1 kg for pivot labs (California and Idaho)
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Appendix F

NCWM BOD Item 101-14 — Protocol for Conduct of National Studies
Updated following NCWM 7/99 Annual Meeting

PURPOSE and SCOPE

This protocol defines the formal structure for the conduct of national weights and measures product studies. This
protocol will serve asthe model for theidentification, conduct, evaluation, and reporting of national product studies.
Local Weightsand Measures (W & M) officialsasked to participatein anational product study should verify that the
study will be conducted according to this protocol. A national product study isageographically broad evaluation of
two or more manufacturers' products within one or more product categories conducted by numerous states and local
jurisdictions and designed to be representative of nationwide production. The scope of this protocol isintended to
cover data gathering for informational purposes, such as product evaluation, in accordance with the practices and
procedures of the National Conference on Weights and Measures, a non-profit weights and measures standards
setting organization. This protocol supportstheinvolvement and participation of industry asearly as possible, when
anissueisidentified. The objectiveisto resolveissues at the lowest level, and as quickly as possible. Enforcement
actions based on the individual inspections shall be |eft to the determination of the participating jurisdictions.

REFERENCES

National Conference on Weights and Measures (NCWM)
Executive Committee-1998 Pub 16, Agenda Item 101-15
Associate Membership Committee
NIST Handbook 44 (HB 44), Specifications, Tolerances, and Other Technical Requirements for Weighing and
Measuring Devices
NIST Handbook 130 (HB 130), Uniform Laws and Regulationsin the Areas of Legal Metrology and Engine Fuel
Quadlity
NIST Handbook 133 (HB 133), Checking the Net Contents of Packaged Goods
State, Local, and Federal regulations, as applicable

DEFINITIONS

Jurisdictional Resour ces: Any agency either at thelocal or statelevel which hastheauthority to exercise regulatory
actions.

Local: State, county, townships or city under local jurisdiction.
NCWM: National Conference on Weights and Measures
NIST: National Institute of Standards and Technology

Regional Association: One of the four Regional Conferences (Northeastern, Southern, Central, Western) affiliated
with the NCWM.

TEAM (NCWM Board of Director s Subteam): Comprised of NCWM Chairperson, NCWM Chairperson-€lect and
3 other non-industry NCWM Board Members.

PROTOCOL
4.1 Roles and Responsibilities Relevant to National Studies
411 NCWM: Promotesuniformity and encourages compliancein weights and measures|aws, standards
and practices. Ensures Local has contacted the appropriate company representatives of theissue.

412  Local: Develop and maintain trained personnel to conduct testing, work with regional or adjacent
jurisdictions to pursue appropriate procedures to bring about compliance.
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NIST: Promote national uniformity in weights and measures standards, laws, and practices. Issue
NIST references; act as technical resource.

TEAM: Evaluate and determine need for national studies, define study scope and devel op protocol,
specify who will analyze and report study results, decide when to share data with affected
companies.

Study Originator: Weights and Measures jurisdiction, Federal agency or other appropriate
organization requesting TEAM approval to conduct anational study.

National Product Study Identification, Conduct, Evaluation, and Reporting Process through NCWM

421

423

National Study Origination:

National product studies can be requested by a number of various parties including federal
agencies, regiona associations, local jurisdictions, the NCWM and industry. The request should
be submitted to the NCWM chairperson. The TEAM is responsible for making decisions on
whether astudy iswarranted, the scope of the study, devel oping and approving the study protocol,
establishing appropriate study evaluation methodology, designating who will conduct study
analysis, and reporting of study results.

National studies conducted for enforcement-related reasons should be considered when a
diagnostic marketplace analysis is needed to confirm if a perceived marketplace problem exists
that other enforcement options have not satisfactorily resolved. Federal regulatory agencies (FDA,
FTC, DOA, etc.) and other federal agencies (NIST) can also recommend national studies to the
TEAM. Requestsfor national studies should be assessed on a case-by-case basisto determine the
need for the requested information.

The recommendation to proceed with the conduct of a national study must be approved by the
majority of TEAM members. This group will assess if appropriate local, state, and regional
actions have first been taken to attempt reaching resolution. Among the actions the TEAM will
consider are:

1 Review inspection and test reportsto ensure thejurisdiction conducted the testsin full accord
with NIST Handbook 133 and applicable federal law.

1  Determinethat an appropriately large enough sampling of product has been madeto suggest a
national study is worthwhile.

1 Determineif thisisan industry or company problem

1 Thelocal jurisdiction has contacted affected companies

1 Review related industry correspondence to determine compliance issue communication,

awareness, and related responsive actions.

1 Confirm that the Local has made reasonable effort towards issue resolution.

Based on its findings and judgment, the TEAM can either: 1) decline to take further action, 2)
recommend the local, State, or regional enforcement actions that till must be taken before
reconsidering the request, or 3) recommend pursuing the national study process. To insure
impartiality and to prevent possible conflicts of interest, no industry representative (whether on the
NCWM Board of Directors, the Associate Membership Committee, etc.) should participatein the
discussion/vote on whether the TEAM should pursue a national study.

Since the objective of the W&M jurisdictions is to achieve marketplace equity, the TEAM shall
determine if direct formal notification of the affected company(ies) and industry is appropriate
before undertaking anationa study. Correspondence should be signed by the NCWM Chairperson
and be directed to affected firm(s) and trade associationswhere appropriate. Copiesshould be sent
to al non-industry members of the NCWM Board of Directors, the study originator, and the
director of each local jurisdiction of the affected companies.

The TEAM can determine a time frame for good faith response and demonstrated action by the

affected companies or industry which will determineif they satisfactorily addresstheissue. Based
ontheresponse, the TEAM can elect to take no further action, to postpone taking further action to
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4.2.7

alow deployment and an effectiveness assessment of the trade action plan, or to proceed into
conducting a national study.

The TEAM will work with the study originator to track industry resolution progress and can
authorize a national study when appropriate without further notice. The TEAM can authorize a
national study without issuing a letter when the degree of a presumed problem are judged to be
significant and trade cooperation has been minimal.

TEAM shall beresponsiblefor designing the study protocol insuring study scope and methodsare
appropriate for the purpose of the study. Among the parameters the TEAM shall define (where
appropriate) in the protocol are:
1 Purpose of the study
Relevant Background
Jurisdictions who will participate
Products/product sizes to be tested
Statistically sound design consistent with product characteristics
Preferred sampling locations
Time frame
Test methodol ogy
Minimum lot and sample sizes
Who will collect and analyze the data
How datawill be analyzed
How errors will be handled
How datawill be reported

B T R e R - ]

TEAM and the study originator shall approve the protocol for national studies and request
concurrence of the federal agency(ies) having jurisdiction over the affected packaging plants. The
person or organization analyzing the study should not be the study originator.

Study report content is recommended to include the analyses shown below. Circumstances
relevant to each particular study may require modification to ensure results are accurate and non-
misleading.

Overall Number of Participating Jurisdictions

Number of Jurisdictions from each region (NE, Central, South, West)
Number of Inspections Conducted

Number of Inspections Conducted in Accordance with Handbook 133
Percent of Inspections Conducted in Accordance with Handbook 133
Number of Products Represented in Conducted Inspections

Number of Inspection Lots Passed Using Handbook 133 Procedures
Percent of Inspection Lots Passed Using Handbook 133 Procedures
Number of Inspection Lots Failed Using Handbook 133 Procedures
Percent of Inspection Lots Failed Using Handbook 133 Procedures
Number of Handbook133 Lot Failures Dueto MAV's

Percent of Handbook133 Lot Failures Dueto MAV's

Number of Handbook133 Lot Failures Due to Average Requirements
Percent of Handbook133 Lot Failures Due to Average Requirements
Number of Products Passed Using Handbook 133 Procedures
Percent of Products Passed Using Handbook 133 Procedures
Number of Products Failed Using Handbook 133 Procedures

Percent of Products Failed Using Handbook 133 Procedures
Average Amount Overpack/Underpack in Products Passed

Average Amount Underpack in Products Failed

Economic Value of Overpack/Underpack in Products Passed

—m —m _—m_a_a_a_m_m_m_a_a_a._a_a_a_a_a_=a_=a_a_a
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1 Economic Value of Underpack in Products Failed
1 Supplemental analyses where relevant

The TEAM shall approvethefina report and decide when to affirmatively share dataand thefinal
report with affected companies and industries involved in the study. The TEAM will aso
determine if and when the study report will be published.
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Appendix G
NCWM Budget for Fiscal Year 2000

FY 2000 Budget

REVENUE

Dues $ 133,845.00
NTEP Fees

NTEP Renewal Fees $ 134,500.00
NTEP Labels $ 1,000.00
Total NTEP B $ 135,500.00
Publications

Handbook 44 $ 1,000.00
Handbook 130 $ 500.00
Handbook 133 $ 1,000.00
Pub 14 $ 1,000.00
Consumer Brochures $ 2,500.00
Pub 5 $ 500.00
Freight collected $ 700.00
Total Publications $ 7,200.00
Conference & Meeting Revenue

Interim Meeting

Registration Fees $  21,250.00
Total Interim Meeting $  21,250.00
Annual Meeting

Member Registration Fees $  60,000.00
Special Event only Fees % 1,000.00
Exhibitor Feees $ 300.00
Total Annual Meeting $  61,300.00
Total Conference & Meeting Revenue $  82,550.00
Interest $  20,000.00
Miscellaneous Income $ -
TOTAL REVENUE $ 379,095.00
Cost of Sales

Membership Expense

Publication Postage $  29,314.00
Certificates $ 250.00
Office Supplies 3 100.00
Postage $ 2,000.00
Applications $ 250.00
Membership Renewal Broadcast Fax  $ 750.00
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FY 2000 Budget

Duplicating $ 500.00
Management Fee $ 7,000.00
Total Membership $ 40,164.00
NTEP
Management Fee $  15,000.00
Postage $ 4,000.00
General Travel $ 750.00
Interim Meeting Travel Expense $ 7,500.00
Belt Conveyor Sector

Meeting $  5,000.00
Weighing Sector

Meeting (Ottawa) $ 18500.00
OIML

Meeting $ 10,000.00
Measuring Sector

Meeting $  12,000.00
NTEP Laboratory Travel (Ottawa) $  15,000.00
Internet Posting $  12,500.00
Insurance $ 3,500.00
Duplicating $ 250.00
TOTAL NTEP $ 104,000.00
Publications
Management Fee $  10,000.00
Postage $ 500000
Publications Brochure $ 500.00
Duplicating . $ 50.00
TOTAL PUBLICATIONS $  15,550.00
Conference & Meeting Expense
Interim Meeting $  43,175.00
Annual Meeting $  54,950.00

TOTAL Conference & Meeting Expense $  98,125.00

TOTAL COST OF SALES $ 257,839.00
EXPENSES

Board of Directors

Travel $  20,000.00
Chairman's Travel $ 7,500.00
Chair-Elect Travel $ 7,500.00
Duplicating $ 300.00
Total Board of Directors $  35,300.00
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NCWM Budget

FY 2000 Budget

Standing Committees

A & P Committee Travel $ 1,000.00

L & R Commiittee Travel $ 1,000.00

S & T Committee Travel $ 1,000.00
TOTAL Standing Committees $ 3,000.00
General Travel: Unspecified $ 7,500.00
Legal & Accounting

Legal $ 2,500.00

Annual Audit $ 4,000.00
TOTAL Legal & Accounting $ 650000
Office Supplies $ 150000
Postage $ 3,000.00
Duplicating $ 100.00
Printing $  2,000.00
Telephone $ 1,500.00
Bank Service Fees $ 100.00
Charge Card Discount Fees $ 2,000.00
Insurance $ 1,500.00
Associate Member Fund $ 13,335.00
Administrative Mgmt Fee $  41,000.00
TOTAL EXPENSES $ 118335.00
SUMMARY

Total Revenue $ 379,095.00

Total Cost of Sales $ 257,839.00

Total Expenses $ 118,335.00
Operating Profit $ 2,921.00
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Report of the Laws and Regulations Committee

Karl H. Angell Jr.
Director
West Virginia Weights and Measures

Reference
Key Number

200 Introduction

This is the Report of the Laws and Regulations Committee (Committee) for the 84th Annual Meeting of the National
Conference on Weights and Measures (NCWM.) It is based on the Interim Report offered in the Conference “Program
and Committee Reports” (NCWM Publication 16), testimony at public hearings, comments received from the Regional
Weights and Measures Associations and other parties, the Addendum Sheets issued at the Annual Meeting, and actions
taken by the membership at the Voting Session of the Annual Meeting. The informational items presented below were
adopted as presented when the Committee’s report was approved.

Table A identifies agenda items by Reference Key Number, title, and page number. The first three digits of the Reference
Key Numbers of the items are assigned from the subject series listed below. Voting items are indicated with a “V” after
the item number. Consent calendar items are marked with a “VC.” Items marked with an “I” after the item number are
for information. Items marked “W” have been withdrawn from consideration. Items marked with a “D” after the key
number are developing issues. The developing designation indicates an item has merit; however, the item is returned
back to the submitter for further development before any action at the national level. Table B lists the appendices to the
report, and Table C provides a summary of the results of the voting on the Committee’s items and the report in entirety.
This report contains recommendations to amend National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) Handbook 130,
1999 edition, "Uniform Laws and Regulations," or NIST Handbook 133, "Checking the Net Contents of Packaged
Goods," Third Edition and Supplements 1 (1990), 2 (1991), 3 (1992), and 4 (1994). Revisions proposed by the
Committee are shown in bold face print by eressing—eut information to be deleted and underlining information to be
added. New items proposed for the handbooks are designated as such and shown in bold face print. Proposals presented
for information are shown in italic type unless identified as informational. The section mark, "§," is used in most
references in the text and is followed by the section number and title, (for example, § 1.2. Weight.) When used in this
report, the term "weight" means "mass."

Subject Series

Handbook 130 - General 210 Series
Uniform Laws 220 Series
Weights and Measures Law (WML) 221 Series
Weighmaster Law (WL) 222 Series
Engine Fuels, Petroleum Products, and Automotive Lubricants Inspection Law (EFL) 223 Series
Uniform Regulations 230 Series
Packaging and Labeling Regulation (PLR) 231 Series
Method of Sale of Commodities Regulation (MSCR) 232 Series
Unit Pricing Regulation (UPR) 233 Series
Voluntary Registration of Servicepersons and Service Agencies
for Commercial Weighing and Measuring Devices Regulation (VREG) 234 Series
Open Dating Regulation (ODR) 235 Series
National Type Evaluation Regulation (NTER) 236 Series
Engine Fuels, Petroleum Products, and Automotive Lubricants Regulation (EFR) 237 Series
Interpretations and Guidelines 238 Series
Price Verification 239 Series
NIST Handbook 133 250 Series
Other Items 260 Series
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Table A
Index to Reference Key Items

Reference Title

Key Item Page

210 NIST HANDBOOK 130 - GENERAL 3
210-1 W ENSURING THE PLR IS IDENTICAL TO FEDERAL REGULATIONS 3

221 WEIGHTS AND MEASURES LAW 3
221-1 D  RETAIL PRICE POSTING 3
2212 1 ELECTRONIC PRICE LABELS ......cocuiuiiiiiiiiiiitiieiiicc ittt 4

231 PACKAGING AND LABELING REGULATION 5
231-1 I FAIR PACKAGING AND LABELING ACT
231-2 W FPLA - EXEMPTIONS FOR RETAILERS AND DISTRIBUTORS....... 5
231-3 'V SELLING RANDOM WEIGHT PACKAGES BY EACH 6
231-4 W USE OF COMMAS AND DECIMAL POINTS IN NET QUANTITY DECLARATIONS......cccueiiiriiiiriieiieiienieieienieiens 8
231-5 'V ALLOW PACKAGERS THE OPTION OF LABELING IN ONLY METRIC UNITS 9

232 METHOD OF SALE OF COMMODITIES REGULATION 10
232-1 W FROZEN AND CANNED CLAMS 10
232-2 'V CONSTRUCTION AND INDUSTRIAL PLYWOOD .....c.coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniieieeieeeieieessesen s 10
232-3 W READY-MIXED DRY WALL JOINT COMPOUNDS.. 12
232-4 'V SECTION 2.11. CARPET ..ottt 12

236 UNIFORM REGULATION FOR NATIONAL TYPE EVALUATION 13

236-1 1 ENSURING THAT THE NTEP REGULATION IS CONSISTENT WITH NTEP POLICIES ........cccovvueinuiinieinicenee. 13
237 ENGINE FUELS, PETROLEUM PRODUCTS, AND AUTOMOTIVE LUBRICANTS REGULATION. 14

237-1 'V PREMIUM DIESEL FUEL................. .
237-2 1  COMPLIANCE PROCEDURES FOR THE PREMIU

237-3 1 PETROLEUM SUBCOMMITTEE AGENDA ITEMS....
238 INTERPRETATIONS AND GUIDELINES 15
238-1 W GUIDELINE FOR LABELING MEAT AND POULTRY BROTHS......c.cceutiiinieieriieieieieieieiieeiee e eneieseeseesees 15
250 NIST HANDBOOK 133 15
250-1 W MOISTURE LOSS FOR MEAT AND POULTRY PRODUCTS.......cccuetiutiiiinesiieeniisciesesnesciesess e ssesesenennens 15
250-2 W BARK MULCH TEST PROCEDURE .
250-3 'V TEST PROCEDURES AND LABELING REQUIREMENTS FOR SPONGE AND CHAMOIS. .18
250-4 1 MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE VARIATIONS (MAVS) FOR COUNT DECLARATIONS ON SEED
250-5 W MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE VARIATIONS (MAVS) FOR MANUFACTURED WOOD PANELS ...
250-6 1  ADOPTION OF THE 4™ EDITION OF NIST HANDBOOK 133

APPENDIX A. UNIFORM REGULATION FOR NATIONAL TYPE EVALUATION...
APPENDIX B. LABELING GUIDELINES FOR CHAMOIS
APPENDIX C.  PROCEDURE FOR CHECKING AREA MEASUREMENT OF CHAMOIS
APPENDIX D. LABELING GUIDELINES FOR NATURAL AND SYNTHETIC SPONGES
APPENDIX E  GUIDELINES FOR ADMINISTRATIVE DECISIONS REGARDING PREMIUM DIESEL.
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Table B Voting Results
Reference House of State Representatives House of Delegates
Nl]frte;ier Yeas Nays Yeas Nays Results
231-3 40 3 69 2 Passed
231-5 40 2 57 12 Passed
232-2 23 17 28 43 Failed
232-4 43 0 69 1 Passed
237-1 41 1 59 0 Passed
250-3 42 0 70 0 Passed
200
Committee
lRepor.t n All Yeas None All Yeas None Passed
its Entirety
by Voice
Vote
Details of All Items

(In Order by Reference Key Number)

210 NIST Handbook 130 - General

210-1 w Ensuring the PLR is Identical to Federal Regulations

Source: NCWM Laws and Regulations Committee

Background: At the 1998 NCWM Annual Meeting, it was reported that the L&R Committee Chairman had written a
letter to the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) requesting that it issue final regulations to implement the 1992 metric
amendments to the Federal Fair Packaging and Labeling Act. FDA has not indicated when it will issue final regulations.

Interim Meeting Action: The Committee withdrew this item until FDA publishes a final rule.

221 Weights and Measures Law

221-1 D Retail Price Posting

Status: This item is under development in the Central Weights and Measures Association. For further information,
contact Don Onwiler, Nebraska Department of Agriculture/Division of Weights and Measures, telephone: 402-471-4292,
or at donlo@agr.state.ne.us on the Internet via email. The Committee will accept comments on this issue at the Interim
Meeting in 2000.

Source: The Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA)

The Uniform Weights and Measures Law (WML) does not require retailers to display the selling price of products for
consumers to use in value comparison. As a result, jurisdictions do not have a standard to guide them if they choose to
amend their laws to require price information for consumers. When price posting is not required, consumers find making
value comparisons difficult. The CWMA would like to see a standard to guide jurisdictions that want to adopt retail price
posting laws. CWMA submitted the following proposal.

Proposal: amend the WML to include a price-posting requirement:
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Section XX. Price Posting

Whenever a commodity is being sold for a non-negotiable price, the price shall
be clearly and conspicuously posted or displayed by the retailer prior to the sale
of the c dity. If a c dity is being sold at a discounted price, the-exaet
amount—ef the discount, or the discounted price shall be clearly and
conspicuously posted or displayed by the retailer prior to the sale of the
commodity.

The Committee withdrew this issue as a result of comments received from the Food Marketing Institute (FMI). The FMI
is concerned that the proposed wording could be interpreted to require retailers to post the regular price, the monetary
value of the discount, and the sale price on all discounted items. If this is the intent of the requirement, according to FMI,
retailers will have a costly burden and consumers will have limited benefits. The Committee believes the intent of the
proposal is to have retailers post only the price at which an item is offered for sale. If this is correct, the requirement
could be met with either a shelf tag, sign, or by individually priced items.

The Committee requested that the CWMA work with representatives of the retail industry to develop this item. The
Committee suggested that a CWMA informal work group be formed to further develop the proposal and recommend good
pricing practices for specific price accuracy issues related to percent off items (e.g., 70 percent off all items on a shelf or
rack in a department store). The Committee also requested that the work group develop recommendations about how
retailers can provide more precise information on package labels and signs regarding discounts offered to frequent
shopper club card holders.

Regional Action: The Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA) supports further developing of this item. To
ensure that the proposal receives comments from as many interested parties as possible, the SWMA recommends that
trade associations and interest groups be informed about the issue being developed. The SWMA is concerned about the
impact the proposal will have on the many businesses that post a “non-negotiable” price. The SWMA recommends that
the group should define the term “non-negotiable.” Experience indicates that the “non-negotiable” price may, in fact, be
negotiable depending on the number of items purchased, the motivations of the seller, or other reasons.

221-2 1 Electronic Price Labels

Source: Southern Weights and Measures Association

Background: Karl Angell, Chairman of the NCWM L&R Committee, received the following correspondence from Mr.
Nigel Mills of the Hobart Corporation.

"Hobart now offers an ‘Electronic Shelf Labeling System’. As this new product enters the market, we
are encountering variations in requirements from state to state. We are requesting that a Uniform
Regulation for Electronic Price Labels be developed as a standard for electronic price labeling at the
retail shelf. We would like to request that you raise this issue at the Southern Regional meeting of the
NCWM in October so that the proposal may begin receiving due process toward completion of a
regulation.

Electronic Shelf Tags provide a near certain way to assure accurate pricing and 1:1 correlation
between the displayed price and that stored in a retail store's central computer files. As a
manufacturer, we are facing the prospect of having to design and tool shelf tags unique to each
Jurisdiction. This will be an expensive process for us and will reflect ultimately on the price and,
consequently, acceptance of this technology. We feel confident that a Model Regulation will facilitate
the acceptance of electronic price labeling and will lead to a more rapid implementation to the benefit
of the consumer.

Currently, states are attempting to apply their paper tag requirements. We are seeing variations in
requirements including but not limited to: use of background colors, use of ‘bold’ type for ‘Unit Price’,
special locations for unit and total price information and differing minimum character size
requirements. All in addition to the stipulations of the Unit Pricing Regulation in Handbook 130.”
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Interim Meeting Action: The Committee will work with OWM to form a work group of officials and industry
representatives to develop an informational paper on this issue.

231 Packaging and Labeling Regulation
231-1 I Fair Packaging and Labeling Act

Source: NCWM

Background: In 1997, the NCWM and U.S. Industry learned that the European Union (EU) announced its intention to
enforce metric-only labeling requirements beginning January 1, 2000. This EU directive (80/181/EEC) specifically
forbids optional use of English units on all products. Since that announcement, American and European businesses have
petitioned the EU for a delay in the effective date because they believe the metric-only requirement will result in
increased expenses for businesses operating in the global marketplace since the U.S. Fair Packaging and Labeling Act
(FPLA) prohibits metric-only labeling. Prior to the 1998 Annual Meeting, the NCWM learned that the EU has proposed
an amendment to the Directive to extend the implementation date for a metric-only labeling requirement to 2010. In
considering the extension, the EU stated that it recognizes that this issue will arise again in the year 2010 if the FPLA is
not amended to permit a metric-only labeling.

At the 1998 Annual Meeting, the NCWM adopted a resolution to support the EU's proposal to delay implementing the
metric-only requirement. This will allow Congress time to amend the FPLA to permit metric-only labeling as an option
for packers. The NCWM also decided to take the lead on this by " . . . initiating a nationwide effort by concerned
industry, government agencies, and consumers to petition the U.S. Congress to amend FPLA to permit metric-only
labeling as an option." According to the resolution, this enables American firms that also do business in the EU and other
metric only markets to use a global package labeled in a manner to be compliant in all markets.

Interim Meeting Action: The Committee will request that the Secretary of Commerce submit a proposal to Congress
recommending that the Fair Packaging and Labeling Act be amended to permit packagers the option of using metric-only
labeling. The Committee believes that by adding this option to the FPLA, the market place will decide when metric-only
labeling is appropriate.

231-2 w FPLA - Exemptions for Retailers and Distributors

Source: Western Weights and Measures Association (WWMA)

Background: Some jurisdictions believe that Section 1452(b) of the Fair Packaging and Labeling Act (FPLA) (see
below) exempts wholesale or retail distributors from responsibility for labeling accuracy unless they are directly involved
in labeling the package. According to the WWMA report, deleting this section will allow State and local officials to hold
accountable retailers and wholesalers who sell illegally labeled merchandise accountable.

This excerpt from FPLA is provided for discussion purposes:

§1452. Unfair and Deceptive Packaging and Labeling: Scope of Prohibiti

(a) Nonconforming Labels. - It shall be unlawful for any person engaged in the packaging or labeling of any
consumer commodity (as defined in this chapter) for distribution in commerce, or for any person (other than a
common carrier for hire, a contract carrier for hire, or a freight forwarder for hire) engaged in the distribution in
commerce of any packaged or labeled consumer commodity, to distribute or to cause to be distributed in commerce
any such commodity if such commodity is contained in a package, or if there is affixed to that commodity a label,
which does not conform to the provisions of this chapter and of regulations promulgated under the authority of this
chapter.

(b) Exemptions. - The prohibition contained in subsection (a) of this section shall not apply to persons engaged in
business as wholesale or retail distributors of consumer commodities except to the extent that such persons (1) are
engaged in the packaging or labeling of such commodities, or (2) prescribe or specify by any means the manner in
which such commodities are packaged or labeled.

Recommendation: The WWMA requested that the NCWM petition Congress to amend FPLA to delete Section 1452(b).
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231-3 \% Selling Random Weight Packages by Each

(This Item Was Adopted)
Source: Southern and Western Weights and Measures Associations

Background: The Committee was contacted for guidance on the appropriate method of sale for random weight turkeys
after a retailer contacted several States requesting approval to sell random weight turkeys for a [Ifixed-price..! The
Committee understands that States were asked if they would permit sales of random weight turkeys on the basis of a

fixed-pricel] for turkeys within a specific weight range (e.g., $5 for all turkeys between 8 and 14 pounds.) Stores would
not advertise or post a price-per-pound for turkeys if they use this marketing plan. The Committee is also aware that
several “options” to this method of sale are proposed (e.g. turkeys with random weights, a fixed total price on the label
with price per pound ranges posted on signage, and a third option of placing a standard weight and fixed price on each
unit.) Thus, if consumers wanted to make value comparisons, they would have to compute a price per pound using
several different formulas. The Committee understands that the justification for requesting a change in the method of sale
was to save labor costs through not having to weigh and label each individual turkey.

Traditionally, random weight turkeys have been sold on the basis of weight and price-per-pound. The Committee is not
aware that consumers are demanding a change in the current practice. The Committee became concerned about this
practice because a retailer told States that did not permit [Ifixed-pricel] sales that other jurisdictions allowed the practice.
The difference in policies concerned the retailer and officials alike, so the Committee provided information on [Ifixed
pricel sales to all jurisdictions. The following table illustrates the ['fixed-pricel| approach the store proposed to use (the
prices and weight ranges are for illustrative purposes only). The turkeys will be separated in three different freezer bins,
and a sign with the pricing information will be posted nearby. The packer would mark individual weights on each turkey.
This weight is typically handwritten in indelible ink in terms of either pounds and ounces or decimal pounds.

Frozen Turkeys
Weight Ranges Price
121b to 16 1b $5
16.01 to 20 1b $7
20.01 to 24 1b $9

The Committee is concerned about this issue and other recent attempts to change historic methods of sale for meat,
poultry, and other products. For example, retailers in some jurisdictions are selling chicken nuggets, shrimp, oranges,
apples, and baking potatoes (not all potatoes) by count. Although many produce products are sold by count, potatoes and
many other items have historically been sold by weight. The Committee has not recommended changing methods of sale
because the only justification it received is that the change increases sales of some products over others. The Committee
is not opposed to changing a method of sale to meet retail needs in marketing products to ensure fair competition (i.e.,
ready-to-eat foods) as long as legal requirements are met. However, the Committee is reluctant to support changes that
are not driven by uniform standards and appear to compromise value comparison.

The Committee believes that [fixed-pricel] sales of random weight packages frustrates value comparison. This is because
consumers would not have the unit price available to help them in their purchasing decision although this information has
historically been provided. As the following table illustrates, if retailers used the [fixed pricel] method of sale,
consumers would pay a different price-per-pound for each turkey. The table shows only six different unit prices but, in
reality, every turkey in every bin could have a different price-per-pound ranging somewhere between 311 and 4501
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Frozen Turkeys Lowest Wt Highest Wt
Unit Price/lb Unit Price/lb
Weight Ranges Price
121b to 16 Ib $5 420 310
16.011b to 20 Ib $7 44 35l
20.01 to 24 1b $9 45| 38l

Another concern is that value comparison between stores would be thwarted if one store advertised [Ifixed-prices’] for
turkeys and other stores advertised theirs on a price-per-pound basis.

Unit Pricing Information on Random Packages

After contacting a number of States, the Committee found that one reason some jurisdictions permit this method of sale is
because their law does not include a provision like Section 20 in the Uniform Weights and Measures Law (UWML)
which requires random weight packages to bear a unit price:

Section 20. Declarations of Unit Price on Random Weight Packages. - In addition to the
declarations required by 19 of this Act, any package being one of a lot containing random weights
of the same commodity, at the time it is offered or exposed for sale at retail, must bear on the outside
of the package a plain and conspicuous declaration of the price per kilogram or pound and the total
selling price of the package.

The Committee recommends that jurisdictions without this requirement in their law should adopt Section 20. If the
requirement cannot be included into law, the jurisdictions should consider adopting it as a regulation under a
jurisdictionl’s administrative procedures act.

Exemptions for Random Weight Packages

Several jurisdictions indicated that they would prohibit [ fixed-pricel| sales under the provisions of Section 11.1 Random
Packages in the Exemptions section of the Uniform Packaging and Labeling Regulation (UPLR). This section exempts
random weight packages from the requirements for type size, location, and free area requirements. It also exempts
random weight packages from bearing metric units. However, turkeys and other meat and poultry products are exempt
from metric units because USDA labeling regulations do not mandate them.

11.1. Random Packages. -- A random package bearing a label conspicuously de-
claring:

(a) the net weight,
(b) unit price, and
(c) the total price

shall be exempt from the SI units, type size, location, and free area requirements of
this regulation. In the case of a random package packed at one place for subsequent
sale at another, neither the price per unit of weight nor the total selling price need
appear on the package, provided the package label includes both such prices at the
time it is offered or exposed for sale at retail.

Under this regulation, any retailer who uses the [fixed-price’] method of sale would have to ensure that each frozen
turkey bears a net weight declaration that meets the requirements of Section 8.2.1. Minimum Type Size Requirements,
Section 8.1.1. Location, and Section 8.1.4 Free Area under the prominence and placement requirements for consumer
packages UPLR. Because of the shape of the turkeys, it is difficult or impossible to use automatic labeling equipment to
label them. Usually, packers mark the net weights on the turkeys with indelible ink. These handwritten weights may not
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meet the [Jprominent, definite, plain, and conspicuousl| requirements of Section 8.1 General that requires writing be
equally as clear as printing. Several jurisdictions also indicate that the weight is sometimes obscured because turkeys are
often placed in mesh carrying bags that cover the declaration. The Committee would like to point out that turkeys could
be sold as [ fixed-pricel! if they were labeled with uniform weights like other standard packed items according to labeling
regulations. However, the variations in turkey weights are quite large, so classifying turkeys into a reasonable number of
[standard[ weights would be difficult.

Summary and Other Recommendations

The most effective means for States to prevent the spread of [ /fixed-pricel! sales of random weight packages is for all
jurisdictions to adopt a provision similar to Section 20 in the UWML. This requires all random weight packages to
display a unit price. One reason for this recommendation is that retailers may consider selling other random weight
packages by [ fixed-price. |, Current printer technology may allow stores to print random weight labels that meet the type
size, location, and free area requirements of the regulation and thus allow them to discontinue unit pricing on meat and
poultry products.

Committee Recommendation: Add a new requirement to Section 6. Declaration of Quantity: Consumer Packages in the
UPLR to require random weight packages to include the net weight, unit price, and total price.

6.16. Random Packages. -- A random weight package must bear a label
conspicuously declaring:
(a) the net weight,

(b) unit price, and
(c) the total price

In the case of a random package packed at one place for subsequent sale at
another, neither the price per unit of weight nor the total selling price need
appear on the package, provided the package label includes both such prices at
the time it is offered or exposed for sale at retail.

231-4 W Use of Commas and Decimal Points in Net Quantity Declarations

Source: Laws and Regulations Committee

Background: The Federal Trade Commission (FTC) contacted the Committee for clarification about when to use
commas and decimal points in net quantity declarations. FTC reported that some countries require that a comma be used
instead of a point in decimal quantity indications (e.g., 1,87 instead of 1.87) on packaged goods. The same countries may
require that the decimal point be used instead of a comma on declarations of one thousand or more (e.g., 1.000 instead of
1,000.) This issue is related to a cultural difference and not to the use of the metric system. The issue primarily affects
exported goods, so it may impact U.S. firms that use a single label for domestic and export markets.

Action: Mexican and Canadian officials told the Committee that they will accept the use of either commas or decimals in
net quantity declarations on imported products. The Committee believes that the U.S. should also accept the use of either
commas or decimals in net quantity declarations if other countries permit the practice. The Committee believes this is
necessary to accommodate global trade by reducing technical trade barriers. However, the Committee believes the U.S.
should prefer the use of the point in decimal declarations over the comma because it is the customary practice in the U.S.
and other countries. The Committee is carrying this issue forward as an informational item to develop a consensus
position on this issue with the Federal agencies that are responsible for packaging and labeling. The Committee will
solicit the assistance of Samuel Chappell, U.S. Representative to the Organization of International Legal Metrology
(OIML), in requesting that OIML encourage all countries to adopt similar policies on this issue.
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231-5 \4 Allow Packagers the Option of Labeling in Only Metric Units

(This Item Was Adopted)
Source: Laws and Regulations Committee

Background: At the 1998 Annual Meeting, the NCWM adopted a resolution to support the European Union’s (EU)
proposal to delay implementing metric-only labeling requirement. The NCWM supported the extension in order to allow
Congress time to amend FPLA to permit metric-only labeling as an option for packers.

At the Interim Meeting, the Committee decided that the NCWM should take the lead by giving packers the option of
using metric-only labeling by amending the Uniform Packaging and Labeling Regulation to permit metric-only labeling
on products not subject to the Fair Packaging and Labeling Act.

The Committee believes that the market place is the best judge of when metric-only labeling is appropriate. Because non-
consumer packages can already be labeled in metric-only units under the UPLR, the Committing recommends that the
UPLR be amended to also permit metric-only labeling as an option for consumer packages. This will allow American
firms that do business in Canada, Mexico, the EU, and other markets to use a global package labeled such to be compliant
in all markets.

The amendment that the Committee recommends will exempt packages with appropriate metric units from the
requirement for inch-pound units. The result will be that packagers can either label packages with only metric units or
metric and inch-pound units which maintains the current requirement. This exemption will not apply to foods, drugs, or
cosmetics under FDA’s control or to products subject to the regulations of the Federal Trade Commission (See Section
2.6.8. “Commodities Under Federal Trade Commission Jurisdiction. . .” in the Interpretations and Guidelines Section of
NIST Handbook 130 for additional information.)

To demonstrate the significant impact that this action will have, the Committee prepared a partial list of the commodities
not subject to the FPLA which is presented below. The proposed amendment will allow the packagers of these products
the option of labeling them in terms of metric-only units.

Automotive motor oil and antifreeze, automotive accessories (e.g., floor mats, seat covers, spare parts,
etc.) and chemical products (e.g., polish, wax, and finish conditioner, rubbing compound, tire paint,
fuel additives, etc.), bottled gas (e.g., for cooking or heating), brushes (e.g., bristle, nylon, etc.), brooms
and mops (e.g., glass, floor, and dish mops, etc.), candle holders (without candles), china &
crystalware, fertilizer and fertilizer materials, plants or shrubs, garden and lawn supplies, fountain
pens, mechanical pencils, and kindred products (ball point pens, lead pencils, and lead refills, etc.),
garden tools (hose, trowels, grass clippers, etc.), gift tape and ties (ribbon, tape, etc.) and wrapping
material (e.g., decorative wrapping foil, paper, cellophane, etc.), glasses and glassware (and.,
disposable plastic glasses), hand tools, handicraft and sewing thread, hardware (e.g., extension cords,
thumb-tacks, hose clamps, nails, screws, picture hangers, etc.), household furnishings (e.g.,including
Sfeather and down-filled products, synthetic-filled bed pillows, mattress pads and patchwork quilts,
comforters, and decorative curtains); magnetic recording tape (e.g., reels, cassettes, and cartridges),
paints and kindred products (e.g., wallpaper, turpentine, putty, paint removers, caulking and glazing
compounds, wood fillers), pet care supplies, photo albums, pictures, metal and plastic buckets and
garbage cans, plastic tablecloths, place mats and plastic shelf linings, sewing thread and accessories
(e.g., needles of any type, thimbles, kindred articles, etc.), shoelaces, stationery, ink and writing
supplies (e.g., loose leaf binders, paper tablets, etc.); textiles (e.g., cloth laundry bags, towels, cheese
cloth, shoe shine cloths, etc.), typewriter ribbon, and wire products.

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends that the following exemption be added to the Uniform
Packaging and Labeling Act so that manufacturers of consumer packages have the option of using metric-only labeling.
Nothing in the proposed amendment applies to unit pricing, advertising, recipe programs, nutrition labeling, or other
general pricing information. Nothing in the amendments shall be construed to require changes in package size or to affect
in any way the size of packages. The Committee believes that by adding this option to the UPLR, it will allow packagers
and the market place to determine when metric-only labeling is appropriate.
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11.33. Inch-Pound Units, Exemptions - Consumer Commodities. -- The requirements for
statements of quantity in inch-pound units shall not apply to packages that bear appropriate SI
units. This exemption does not apply to foods, drugs, or cosmetics or to packages subject to
regulation by the Federal Trade Commission, meat and poultry products subject to the Federal
Meat or Poultry Products Inspection Acts, and tobacco or tobacco products.

232 Method of Sale of Commodities Regulation

232-1 w Frozen and Canned Clams

Discussion: This proposal requested that the NCWM petition the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to develop a
standard of identity for whole and chopped frozen clams and canned chopped clams in liquid. A standard of identity
would limit the amount of free liquid by weight in packages of clams, thereby facilitating value comparison and aiding
enforcement efforts. Historically, the FDA has said that clams packed in water should be labeled by drained weight.
These commodities are now sold by net weight that includes the solids and free liquid in the package. The free liquid
may be water or clam juice or a mixture of both. The amount of free liquid in both of these product types varies among
brands, and the actual amount of solids is not declared on package labels. California officials found that the amount of
free liquid in frozen chopped clams varies from as little as 10 percent to as much as 65 percent by weight.

The Committee carried this issue forward as an informational item for further study. This action was based on comments
received at the Interim Meeting from the Food Marketing Institute, several clam packing companies, and the National
Fisheries Institute (NFI). The Committee requests additional test data and other information so that it can develop a
proposed standard of identity and the necessary background material required in submitting a petition to FDA. Petitions
to FDA must include the following information: action requested--what rule, order, or other administrative action does the
petitioner want FDA to issue, amend, or revoke? Statement of grounds--the factual and legal grounds for the petition,
including all supporting material, as well as information known to the petitioner that may be unfavorable to the
petitioner's position. Petitions must also include a statement that the petition includes all relevant or irrelevant
information. In addition, FDA may require petitions to include information on the economic and environmental impact.
This item was withdrawn because the Committee did not receive any comments that indicated there was any national
interest in this issue.

232-2 \% Construction and Industrial Plywood

(This Item Was Not Adopted)
Source: Laws and Regulations Committee

Discussion: The Committee received a request from the U.S. Department of Commerce-sponsored Committee for
Voluntary Product Standard (VPS) PS 1-95 to amend NIST Handbook 133 to recognize the accuracy provisions and
tolerances of the VPS for plywood. A jurisdiction responding to a consumer complaint about the thickness of plywood
sheeting conducted a survey in several retail outlets and found that the labeled claims of several manufacturers were
incorrect. The jurisdiction notified the manufacturers of the survey results and advised them of the weights and measures
legal requirements. In response to this notification, the manufacturers advised the jurisdiction that they manufacture
plywood sheeting to meet NIST Voluntary Product Standard (VPS) PS 1-95 “Construction and Industrial Plywood.” This
standard includes requirements for dimensions and tolerances, moisture content, and grade marking. The manufacturers
involved have been advised that plywood sheeting must be accurately labeled and that thickness measurements must meet
the lot average and individual unit requirements of NIST Handbook 133. The manufacturers were also notified that the
thickness and dimension tolerances specified in the VPS are not consistent with the maximum allowable variations
specified in NIST Handbook 133 and that a VPS does not pre-empt State or local requirements. At the 1998 Interim
Meeting, representatives of the plywood and hardwood industries presented information on their industry’s current
measurement and labeling practices. The Industry representatives requested that the Committee defer action on this item
until the various lumber industry trade associations have time to develop a consensus proposal for the NCWM to
consider. The Committee agreed to withdraw this issue and provide technical assistance to the industry as they develop a
proposal.

Following the 1998 Interim Meeting, the American Plywood Association (APA) requested that the L&R Committee
consider the proposed addition to Handbook 130. According to the APA, their proposal would recognize the methods of
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sale that have been accepted in the market place since the 1940s. The proposal is based on the NIST Voluntary Product
Standards that have been developed in a consensus process with input from producers, users, and general interest parties.
The proposal is modeled after the precedent established for lumber and calls for full disclosure. To that end, the APA is
prepared to provide information to the retail trade to assist them in ensuring that the consumer is fully informed. Wood
structural panels are a commodity, which have been successfully traded since the 1930s. Actual dimensions have rarely
been an issue of commerce. The structural performance of the product and adequate performance under building law
have always been the primary focus of the industry. Dimensional tolerances specified in the Product Standards are not
consistent with NIST Handbook 133, yet they have served commerce well as evidenced by the rare instance of
dimensional dispute. According to the APA, the primary issues that arise between buyer and seller relate to the quality of
the glue bond, grade, workmanship, and occasionally other performance characteristics rather than dimensions.

Regional Action: The SWMA recognizes that NIST Handbook 130, Method of Sale Regulation has provisions for the
sale of softwood and hardwood lumber based on nominal dimensions. Therefore, the SWMA recommended that the
NCWM L&R Committee work with the APA and the Engineered Wood Association to develop language that is
consistent with the existing methods of sale for softwood and hardwood lumber to address the dimensional requirements
for structural wood panels. The Western Weights and Measures Association does not support the APA proposal and
submitted an alternative proposal to amend the Maximum Allowable Variations for manufactured wood panel (see Item
250-5). The Northeastern Weights and Measures Association recommended that the Committee expand this issue to
include an investigation of the marking and labeling practices of the entire manufactured wood industry. NEWMA also
suggested that the best alternative was to permit the use of nominal sizes but also require full disclosure of actual
dimensions.

Committee Recommendation: Officials and industry representatives provided the Committee with a great deal of input
on this isssue. All parties involved agreed that the best approach would be to permit the use of nominal sizes but also
require full disclosure of actual dimensions. The Committee believes that consumers will be fully informed if both the
nominal and actual dimensions are clearly displayed at the point of sale or wherever nominal sizes are displayed to
consumers in retail stores (i.e. on shelf labels adjacent to the product where it is displayed or on the wood products
themselves.) At the Interim Meeting, wood industry representatives agreed to provide information to the retail trade to
assist them in the labeling of these products. The Committee recommends adopting a new Section 2.29."Wood and
Cellulose Based Panels" that is presented below.

2.29. Wood and Cellulose Based Panels

Applies to wood or cellulose-based panels used for construction, industrial and do-it-yourself
projects. Such panels include, but are not limited to:

Plywood

Oriented Strand Board (OSB) and waferboard
Hardboard

Particleboard

Medium Density Fiberboard (MDF)

Cellulosic Fiberboard

Wood Fiber Cement

|me e T

2.29.1 Quantity

Representations shall be in terms of the length, width, and thickness. The use of nominal or
specified dimensions may be used if the actual di ions are prominently displayed at the point
of sale to the customer and the term nominal ("'nom") or specified is also used in conjunction with
any representation of nominal or specified dimensions.

Action at the Annual Meeting: This item was returned to the Committee for further study.
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232-3 w Ready-Mix Dry Wall Joint Compounds

Source: Western and Southern Weights and Measures Association

The Uniform Packaging and Labeling Regulation in Section 6.4 states that the declaration of the quantity of a particular
commodity shall be expressed in terms of weight if the commodity is solid, semi-solid, viscous, or a mixture of solid and
liquid. Ready-mix joint compound is a viscous liquid. Drywall Finishing Council Inc. (Council) submitted a proposal to
amend the Method of Sale Regulation by adding a new section 2.29 on ready-mixed joint compounds. The new section
would establish volume as the method of sale rather than weight.

At the 1999 Interim Meeting, the Committee learned that although "conventional" weight and "light” weight ready-mix
compounds perform the same function, they are distinctly different products. It also determined that the drywall industry
has an extended history of selling "conventional" ready-mix compounds by weight and "light” weight ready-mixed
compounds by volume. The Committee withdrew this item because it did not believe a problem exists with the manner in
which the ready-mix compounds have historically been labeled.

The Committee was concerned about the method the industry uses to differentiate a "conventional" from a 'light-weight"
ready-mix compound. The Council informed the Committee that its members had reviewed their practices and had agreed
that products weighing 5.44 kg per 4 liters (12 pounds per gallon) or more would be considered "conventional-weight"
products. Those products weighing less than that amount would be classified as "light-weight" products. The Council
indicated that its members would label all "light-weight" compounds with the term "Light" or "Light Weight" to ensure
that consumers can easily recognize the different products.

Recommendation: Add a specific method of sale for ready-mix dry wall compounds by adopting Section 2.29. Dry Wall
Compound.

2.29. Ready -Mix Dry Wall Joint Compound
2.29.1. Definition.
2.29.1.1. Ready-Mix Dry Wall Joint Compound. -- includes all ready to be used

compounds for spackling, patching, and concealing joints and fastener heads in dry wall finishing
and repair.

2.29.2. Quantity. -- All ready-mix dry wall compounds must be sold, offered, or
exposed for sale in terms of volume measure: in SI units in terms of the liter; and in inch-pound
units in terms of fluid ounces, or quarts, or gallons.

Interim Meeting Action: The Committee withdrew this item because it believes that no action is necessary to permit the
use of the traditional method of sale for these products. Ready-mix dry wall compound is manufactured and sold as two
distinctly different products. Traditional ready-mix compound is sold by weight. Since its 1981 inception, "Light" ready-
mix product has been sold by volume. The Committee understands that the members of the Dry Wall Finishing Council
have agreed that products weighing 5.44 kg per 4 liters (12 pounds per gallon) or more will be classified as
"conventional-weight" products. Those weighing less than that amount will be classified as "light-weight" products. The
Council indicated that its members would label all "light-weight" compounds with the term "Lite" or "Light Weight" to
ensure that consumers can easily recognize the different products. The Committee supports the established trade custom
method of sale for "light" product (as defined above) and recognizes that it will continue to be volume and that the
method of sale for conventional weight products will be weight.

232-4 \% Section 2.11. Carpet

(This Item Was Adopted)

Source: The Southern and Western Weights and Measures Associations
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Background: According to the Carpet and Rug Institute (CRI), carpet retailers advertise their products based on the
price per square foot. Section 2.11 of the Method of Sale of Commodities Regulation states that carpet shall be priced per
square yard. The CRI says that consumers are more comfortable dealing with room sizes based on square feet, and other
floor coverings are advertised and sold in units of square feet. The CRI believes that the change will reflect consumers’
desires and put carpet on a comparable basis with other floor coverings.

Committee Recommendation: Change Section 2.11 (e) to read as follows:

(e) The price per square meter if sold in SI units, or the price per square yard foot if sold in
inch-pound units, and the total price.

In addition to changing the method of sale to the price per square foot as stated above, the Committee changed the title of
Section 2.11 to [ICarpet(] to replace [ICarpeting.

232-5 D Sand, Rock, Gravel, Stone, Paving Stone, and Other Materials

Status: The Western Weights and Measures Association is developing this item. For further information, contact John
Moore, Arizona Weights and Measures Department, Telephone: 602-255-5211, or by Fax on 602-255-1950. The
Committee accepted comments on this issue at the Annual Meeting.

Source: The Western Weights and Measures Association (WWMA)

Background: According to the WWMA these commodities are sold by cubic measure, weight, or area which
compromises value comparison.

Goal: To develop a method of sale for each commodity to ensure consumers can compare values.

236 Uniform Regulation for National Type Evaluation
236-1 1 Ensuring that the NTEP Regulation is Consistent with NTEP Policies

Source: Northeast Weights and Measures Association (NEWMA)

Background: Recent changes have been made to Publication 14 to institute classes of certificates: active, inactive, and
withdrawn, but these changes have not been added to the Uniform Regulation for NTEP. The NEWMA requested that the
Committee determine if changes should be made to harmonize the provisions of Publication 14 and the NTEP regulation.

Prior to adopting NTEP maintenance fees, Certificates of Conformance (CC) did not expire. Under the maintenance fee
system, manufacturers can only sell new devices that have an active CC or those manufactured before the CC expired.
The regulation does not prohibit a manufacturer from producing and selling devices with an inactive CC. The NEWMA
believes that definitions are needed for the class of certificate, and language is needed to clarify the meaning “traceable to
a CC.” The NEWMA believes the current Section 3 is vague and that if a company is prohibited from selling a new
device under an inactive or withdrawn certificate, States may be challenged.

Committee Recommendation: The Committee conducted a review of the regulation and identified several areas where it
needs to be modified to reflect recent NTEP changes in Publication 14. The proposed changes are presented in Appendix
A and include new references to Active and Inactive Certificates and the elimination of Section 6 Unlawful Acts because
these provisions are addressed in State laws relating to NTEP. The Committee recommends adopting the amendments to
the NTEP that are presented in Appendix A.

Action at the Annual Meeting: The Committee is carrying this item over pending further action by the NTEP Board of
Governors.
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237 Uniform Engine Fuels, Petroleum Products, and Automotive Lubricants
Regulation
237-1 \% Premium Diesel Fuel
(This Item Was Adopted)

Source: Southern Weights and Measures Association

Background: At the 1998 NCWM Annual Meeting, an amendment to the Uniform Engine Fuels, Petroleum Products,
and Automotive Lubricants Regulation that established requirements for Premium Diesel was adopted. It was noted by
the SWMA that Section 7 Test Methods and Reproducibility Limits, 7.1.1.e. Fuel Injector Cleanliness, did not specify
which procedural edition of the Cummins L-10 Injector Depositing Test should be followed for compliance testing: The
Cummins L-10 test is undergoing procedural changes as it is being prepared for ASTM standardization. It was
recommended that the regulation be amended to clarify that the most recent draft edition of the test method be specified
when performing compliance testing.

Committee Recommendation: The Committee concurred with the recommendation of the SWMA and felt the proposed
amendment met the intent of the regulation. The committee also felt that language should be inserted into the regulation
that confirmed the NCWM’s intent to update the regulation with ASTM designations once assigned by ASTM. The
committee recommended adoption of the following amendments to the Uniform Engine Fuels, Petroleum Products, and
Automotive Lubricants Regulation.

Section 7. Test Methods and Reproducibility Limits

7.1.1. Premium Diesel — The following test methods shall be used to determine compliance with the applicable
premium diesel parameters:

(a) Energy Content — ASTM D 240

(b) Cetane Number — ASTM D 613

(c) Low Temperature Operability — ASTM D 4539 or ASTM D 2500 (according to marketing claim)

(d) *Thermal Stability — Octel America F21-61 (180 minutes, 150°C)

(e) *Fuel Injector Cleanliness — The most recent edition of the Cummins L-10 Injector Depositing Test as
endorsed by the ASTM L-10 Injector Depositing Test Surveillance Panel.

* Upon ASTM approval of standard test methods that are derived from the above referenced methods, the ASTM
standard test methods shall be used to determine compliance with the applicable premium diesel parameter.

Committee Recommendation: Adopt the revisions to Premium Diesel Fuel presented above.

237-2 | Compliance Procedures for the Premium Diesel Fuel Regulation

Source: Petroleum Subcommittee

Background: In response to the 1998 NCWM adoption of premium diesel regulations, the SWMA requested the
Committee to develop guidelines on regulatory procedures to assist States in ensuring compliance with the rule. The
Premium Diesel Work Group developed an initial draft document based on the request. The draft document was
presented to the Laws and Regulations Committee at the 1999 Interim Meeting. After reviewing the document, the
Committee agreed with the recommendation and requested the premium diesel work group to continue with developing
the document into a final version. In an effort to solicit comments from NCWM membership on the desired content of
the guideline material, the document is presented in Appendix E as an informational item.

237-3 I Petroleum Subcommittee Agenda Items
Source: Petroleum Subcommittee
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The Subcommittee has submitted several proposed projects for its 1999-2000 work plan. The Committee will develop an
agenda for the Subcommittee based on the comments received on the following projects at the Annual Meeting.

e Update the Engine Fuels, Petroleum Products, and Lubricants Laboratory Guideline — This guideline is
contained in the Interpretations and Guidelines Section of NIST Handbook 130 and was last updated in 1994. Since then,
the cost of equipment has changed, and new test methods have been developed. The Subcommittee proposes to revise and
update the guideline.

e Federal Kerosene Dye Information — It was suggested that information on the new Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
kerosene dye policies be prepared and distributed to the States. The Subcommittee proposes to develop and distribute this
information.

¢ Automotive Lubricants — The Uniform Engine Fuels, Petroleum Products, and Automotive Lubricants Regulation,
implies that the document covers lubricants. When the regulation was developed, the Subcommittee gave developing
engine fuel requirements priority, with the understanding that in the future they would address lubricants. The uniform
law gives broad authority to regulate lubricants; however, the regulation had no requirements. The Subcommittee has
proposed developing requirements for lubricants for the Committee to consider.

238 Interpretations and Guidelines
238-1 w Guideline for Labeling Meat and Poultry Broths

Source: Office of Weights and Measures

Background: A State requested assistance to resolve a problem with the appropriate method of sale for beef and chicken
broth when the State found that one packer declared the net content on packages by net weight while products from other
firms labeled in terms of fluid volume. The United States Department of Agriculture determined that because a majority
of broth products are now labeled by net weight, this method of sale is essentially the established trade custom for broth.
If officials find broth labeled by volume, they should notify the packers that the customary method of sale for broth is net
weight and require the packers to modify their labeling accordingly.

Recommendation: OWM recommends that the NCWM add a section to the interpretations and guidelines in NIST
Handbook 130 indicating that net weight is the established trade custom for labeling the net quantity of contents beef and
chicken broth.

Interim Meeting Action: The Committee withdrew this item because it believes that no action is necessary to permit the
use of a traditional method of sale.

250 NIST Handbook 133
250-1 W Moisture Loss for Meat and Poultry Products

Background: The Committee received a request from the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) of the United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) to develop additional gray areas for the following products.

. Ice-packed bulk poultry.

. Raw meat products (chopped beef, ground beef, hamburger, and beef patties.)

. Cured pork products (hams, shoulders, and loins.)

. Cured beef products (corned beef, corned beef brisket, and tongues.)

. Ham patties, chopped ham, pressed ham, and similar products.

. Dry salami and other meat or poultry products that lose moisture to the atmosphere.

o e S

U.S. District Court Ruling Invalidates “Water-Added” Rules for Poultry

On July 23, 1997, a U.S. District Court ruled as “arbitrary and capricious” the USDA's added water regulations that allow

poultry to pick up as much as 8 percent water. This ruling will require USDA to issue new regulations that will reduce

the water retention disparity between meat and poultry. The current rules have been in effect since the 1960s. A Federal

Judge said the Secretary of Agriculture could not adequately justify allowing poultry products (but not meat) to retain
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process water. However, the court rejected arguments that the moisture pick-up rules permitted economic adulteration.
This decision will require USDA to collect reliable data and establish new standards on water absorption. On September
11, 1998, the USDA published a proposed rule that will prohibit meat and poultry processors from adding water to their
products unless it is necessary to meet food safety requirements. A declaration of the weight of any extra water would
have to appear on package labels according to the proposal. According to USDA, the proposed rule is an example of
regulatory reform that will provide consumers with more information to help them decide on purchases. The USDA says
that plants would have to provide data to show that water remaining in their products is the result of processes used to
meet food safety requirements. These processes include rinsing to reduce Salmonella bacteria. Companies could make a
labeling claim if their products do not retain water during processing. FSIS proposes the rule as part of an overall
regulatory review announced in 1995 and in response to the Federal District Court ruling last July that ruled that previous
levels for water in poultry were not based on scientific data. The proposal is comprehensive and may affect the test
procedures in NIST Handbook 133 for USDA meat and poultry products. The closing date for comments was December
10, 1998. The proposal is in the September 11, 1998, edition of the Federal Register, Volume 63, No. 176, page 48961.
The proposal is located on the Internet at: http:/www.fsis.usda.gov/OA/fr/fr98-24309.htm

Interim Meeting Action: The Committee withdrew this issue pending publication of final regulations on moisture pick-
up in meat and poultry products by USDA.

250-2 w Bark Mulch Test Procedure

Source: This item was carried over for further study at the 1999 Interim Meeting

Discussion: A mulch manufacturer and a State jurisdiction tested a variety of mulch products to determine if the current
design of test measures results in excessive product compaction. The Committee’s Technical Advisor has copies of a
report on the tests. The primary concern listed in the report is that using specified test measures, typically 56.6 L (2 cubic
feet) or 84.9 L (3 cubic feet), results in excessive product compaction during tests. The reported range of compaction
found on a variety of products was from 4.2 to 11.1 percent. The Report suggests one solution to reduce compaction is to
use a test measure with 28.3 L (1 cubic foot) compartments or build test measures that lay on their sides. North Carolina
experimented with a horizontal test measure that consists of a single container divided into three one cubic foot
compartments. The compartment dividers and one end of the box are removable so that the mulch can be easily poured
from the container. North Carolina reported that compaction was reduced with the horizontal box. They also reported
that the severity of compaction in the vertical test measure was generally less than that found in the study that Ohio
conducted.

Action: At the 1998 Interim Meeting, mulch manufacturers and the National Bark and Soil Producers Association
(NBSPA) made several presentations regarding the test procedure for mulch. The Committee heard conflicting
information about the amount of compression that occurs with different types of mulch and about the effects on accuracy
that different styles of test measures have. After much deliberation, the Committee decided against recommending any
change in the test measure specifications. The Committee reviewed the NCWM’s 1989 position (see Item 240-2 4.12
Mulch Test Procedure on page 122 of the Report of the 74" NCWM) when a similar recommendation to convert to a 28.3
L (1 cubic foot) box was considered. At that time, the NCWM rejected the proposal because the test data indicated that
the cost of the additional inspection time outweighed the benefits obtained through the change. At the 1998 Interim
Meeting, the NBSPA opposed the proposed change because it violated the principle that the test measure replicate the
package established in NIST Handbook 133 when the section was first adopted. The NBSPA also said the changes
complicate the test procedure and increased set-up and inspection time (e.g., more leveling, more reading interpretation,
more pouring/sifting more repetition.) Another concern was that a change in the test measure requirements would require
States and industry to construct new measures and retrain personnel. The Committee agreed with the NBSPA that it is
the Maximum Allowable Variation (MAV) requirement that forces manufacturers to over-pack to avoid producing any
bag that exceeds the 5 percent limit. The Committee believes that adoption of the new MAVs for mulch by the NCWM at
its 1998 Annual Meeting should resolve the concern with the MAV requirement.

Committee Comments on NIST Handbook 133 - Section 4.12. Mulch Test Procedure

The Committee received many comments on the test procedure and standards used for testing. Some of the comments
related to test measure dynamics, mulch compaction and layering, box design criteria, and readability of the test results.

Test Measures

L&R - 16



Laws and Regulations Committee

For several reasons, the design of the test measure affects the accuracy and repeatability of test results. Some of the
factors include the effects of compaction, friction, readability, and the dynamics of the measure itself. For example, one
factor is that the amount of the mulch’s surface area that is in contact with the box will change test results due to friction
and the different settling and flowability characteristics of the products. Another factor is the readability of the test
measure. It is generally agreed that the closest reading that can be taken on most mulch test boxes is 1.2 cm (one-half
inch). The Committee recommends that all jurisdictions use the measure dimensions specified in the handbook and that
the level gage be graduated in 1.2 cm (one-half inch) increments. If the measure has a clear front, the level gage should
be placed at the back of the measure so that the inspector reads the indications over the top of the mulch. Another
concern is ensuring that the mulch is level. The Committee recommends that inspectors be trained to exercise care in
leveling the surface of the mulch prior to reading and that the reading be taken from a position that minimizes errors
caused by parallax. The Committee also recommends that when lines are etched or marked in boxes, the lines be
extended to all four sides of the measures except for those with clear fronts where lines could be included on only three
sides. The Committee believes this will improve accuracy in reading the mulch level. The Committee also recommends
that a line indicating the MAV level also be marked to reduce the possibility of reading errors when the level of the mulch
is at or near the MAV. The Committee also learned that situations exist where inspectors round indications up or down
when the level of the mulch is not level with a marked line. To increase uniformity in testing when these situations occur,
the Committee recommends that inspectors round the value up to the higher increment. This will ensure that reading
errors always benefit the packer and will reduce some of the concern over the readability of the measures.

Hand Sifting of Mulch

The Committee would also like to clarify the circumstances when mulch should be sifted by hand to minimize the effects
of layering which reduces volume. In 4.12.2. Procedure, the following note appears:

Note: Some types of mulch are susceptible to clumping and compaction. Steps should be taken to ensure
that the material is loose and free flowing when poured into the test measure. Gently rolling the bag before
opening may reduce the compaction of material; using your hands to sift the material as it pours into the
measure may also reduce clumping.

The Committee recommends that to reduce compaction, all bags should be “gently” rolled and shaken before opening.
The Committee stresses that hand sifting should be used only when the mulch does not pour freely from the bag or it falls
out in clumps (e.g., when moisture content is high and the product sticks together.) Sifting by hand can cause some
products to fall into the measure and compress more than if they are simply poured from the bag.

Regional Action: At the Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA) interim meeting, the State of Ohio stated
that the Committee's report is incomplete based on an understanding that the Committee reached during last year's
deliberations. According to the CWMA report, the national Committee had agreed to look further at test procedures at the
1998 Interim Meeting. The CWMA recommended that the Committee make a specific request for the data needed for
development of new test procedures.

At the Northeastern Weights and Measures Association (NEWMA) interim meeting, officials expressed the view that the
MAV change adopted by the NCWM in July 1998, should take care of much of the concerns over the current test
procedure. The NEWMA encouraged jurisdictions to continue to test product to assure that packers meet the current
standard. The NEWMA also recommended that jurisdictions that have the resources should continue to study the test
method to determine if further changes are necessary.

At the Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA) annual meeting, the members voted to maintain the existing
test procedure and design requirements for the vertical volumetric measure. The SWMA acknowledges that some
jurisdictions advocate the use of a horizontal testing apparatus as opposed to the traditional vertical test measure. SWMA
stated that many mulch bagging companies expressed a desire to stay with the vertical measure. The SWMA recognizes
that the vertical test measure results in some compaction of the mulch but points out that compaction also occurs with the
horizontal test measure. Another concern the SWMA considered was that it takes longer to fill a horizontal measure
because there is a greater chance that product will be spilled. The SWMA endorsed the current test procedure and vertical
test measure design because the industry needs a uniform standard that is accepted by all jurisdictions. The vertical
measure has been used by industry and weights and measures officials for many years, and the SWMA believes it should
remain the standard for determining the net contents of bagged bark mulch. SWMA says this position is justified because
the vertical test measure is easier to use; it is universally accepted and used by a majority of the mulch industry; and
weights and measures officials have considerable experience using it.
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Interim Meeting Action: The Committee withdrew this item because it believes that the MAV change adopted by the
NCWM in July 1998 should address many of the concerns over the current test procedure.

250-3 \% Test Procedures and Labeling Requirements for Sponge and Chamois
(This Item Was Adopted)

Source: Southern Weights and Measures Association

Background: A firm which processes and sells chamois leather and natural sea sponges submitted information that
indicates many of these products do not bear accurate size declarations and the area declared on some chamois products
may be misrepresented. The information was collected from retail store surveys conducted in several States. The firm
requested that weights and measures officials inspect these products and enforce existing labeling requirements so that
consumers can compare values. One concern is the need for a recognized test procedure for chamois. Most chamois are
irregular in size and shape making area determinations difficult. Handbook 133 has no procedure to determine the area of
leather products. A procedure published in 1977 by the Sponge and Chamois Institute is available for use until the
NCWM can adopt its own standard. The industry test procedure is based on the measurement standards contained in a
Federal Specification (KK-C-300b) that the Department of Defense has used for more than 50 years to measure leather
products. The Specification includes two procedures to determine area. One is a gravimetric procedure, and the other
involves the use of a template made of graph paper to determine the area. The Committee worked with the Sponge and
Chamois Institute and the FTC to develop guidelines for industry on the appropriate labeling requirements for these
products (See Appendices B and D) and test procedures for use in verifying area declarations (See Appendix C for the
Chamois Test Procedure).

Committee Recommendation: The Committee recommends that the NCWM approve the labeling guidelines presented
in Appendices B and D. These guidelines will be made available for distribution to packagers and retailers to assist them
in appropriately labeling products. The Committee also recommends adopting the chamois test procedure presented in
Appendix C and the sponge test procedure presented in Appendix D. If adopted these procedures will be added to the 4™
Edition of NIST Handbook 133.

250-4 1 Maximum Allowable Variations (MAVs) for Count Declarations on Seed

Source: Central Weights and Measures Association

Background: This issue relates to the value of the Maximum Allowable Variation (MAV) permitted for count
declarations on packages of agricultural seed such as corn and soybeans. According to the seed industry, farmers prefer
to purchase seed by count because it is used in calculating acres per bag of seed and in calibrating seeding machines. The
Committee worked with members of the seed industry, trade associations, and other interested parties to develop a
proposal for NCWM to consider. The American Seed Trade Association (ASTA) established a work group, comprised of
industry and university representatives, to study this issue and prepare recommendations for consideration at the 1998
Interim Meeting. The ASTA work focused on standardizing the procedures used to insure the accuracy of electronic seed
counters and developing uniform operational procedures for their use. The work group studied other issues such as the
need to determine the impact of moisture loss on the accuracy of seed count and the need for a simplified test method to
determine count.

Prior to the Interim Meeting, the Committee received a letter from the Association of Official Seed Analysts (AOSA)
about its study on seed count accuracy. The AOSA is an organization of regulatory agencies and/or seed laboratories
from the U.S. and Canada whose mission is to promote uniform laws, regulations, and laboratory test methods. The letter
described their proposed test method for count of soybeans which requires that the variation between test results be
limited to 2 percent. The test method also includes procedures for sample selection and equipment calibration. The
American Association of Seed Control Officials (AASCO), and the States of Maryland and Michigan submitted letters
supporting the AOSA proposal. At the Interim Meeting, ASTA and Iowa State University presented the results of their
studies and explained the difficulties encountered in verifying seed counts. They also described how moisture loss
impacts the accuracy of net weight and count declarations. The ASTA proposed that the NCWM adopt an MAV of 6
percent for seed count and requested that one or more packages be allowed to exceed the MAV.
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Discussion: Due to the disparity between the recommended allowances determined by the two studies (Iowa State and
AOSA), the Committee made this issue an information item. It recommended further review of the study methodologies
and test results submitted by the interested parties. The Committee also encouraged the ASTA and AOSA to resolve the
differences in their recommendations and resubmit a mutually agreeable proposal for future consideration. Study
disparities aside, the Committee believes that the appropriate method of sale of packaged seed is by net weight and, if
desirable, a seed count declaration should be included as supplemental information. If the seed industry selected this
method of providing count information as a supplemental declaration, it would still be useful and easily accessible to
farmers. This approach reduces the need for weights and measures officials to devote resources to verify the declaration
which the seed control officials could control as part of their other regulatory duties. The Committee believes this is one
way to resolve this issue, because seed control officials have test equipment and can often verify count declarations as
part of the seed certification process conducted in a laboratory.

At the 1998 NCWM Annual Meeting, a representative of the ASTA reported that its members had met with officials from
the American Association of Seed Control Officials (AASCO) to develop a joint proposal regarding that appropriate
MAV for count. The Committee learned that both organizations agreed to support a proposal for a 4 percent MAV on
declared count for soybean and corn at the 1999 Interim Meeting. ASTA also urged the NCWM to adopt the AOSA
sampling procedures for seed, and indicated that they want to work with the Committee to develop a gray area for
different seed similar to those the NCWM has adopted for dry pet food and flour.

Regional Action: At the Central Weights and Measures Association Interim Meeting, a jurisdiction stated that for some
seeds, the primary declaration should be count. Farmers use count to determine how many acres can be planted. Weight
is not a consideration in the price of the seed. It was pointed out that if count is used as the primary declaration, test
procedures in HB 133 should be reviewed. Under current test procedures, a package containing 80,000 seeds would
require a manual count of 8,000 seeds by the inspector.

Interim Meeting Action: The Committee carried this item over pending final action by the Association of Official Seed
Analysts (AOSA) Seed Count Committee on a recommendation for test procedures and an MAV for corn and soybeans.

250-5 w Maximum Allowable Variations (MAVs) for Manufactured Wood Panels

Source: Western Weights and Measures Association (WWMA)

Background: According to the report submitted by the WWMA, manufacturers of wood panels have been "downsizing"
their products without changing the labeled or advertised dimensions. The American Plywood Association (APA) has
submitted a proposal to add a section for “Wood Structural Panels” to the Method of Sale of Commodities Regulation in
NIST Handbook 130 (see Item 232-2). The proposed section would permit nominal dimensions and tolerances for wood
structural panels identical to those contained in “Voluntary Product Standard PS 1-95 Construction and Industrial
Plywood.” The WWMA believes the APA proposal, if adopted, would result in misrepresentation of the product to the
consumer.

In its report, the WWMA said wood panel manufacturers recently attempted to introduce the concept of “nominal” sizes
to the market place. The report said that the wood industry claims that the use of "nominal" sizes began more than 50
years ago, and its use is necessary to maintain compatibility in the construction of buildings. To support these claims,
other standards using “nominal sizes” were cited. The report goes on to say that, until a few years ago, full thickness
wood panels were readily available and have been steadily replaced by undersized product. The WWMA report says it is
easy to understand the rationale behind this practice because a full-sized panel contains a specific volume of a product.
Reducing any of its dimensions will result in consumers receiving less volume.

According to an example given in the WWMA report, the industry's proposal will result reducing in thickness of about
793 pm (1/32 inch). For a 1.22 m (4 foot) x 2.44 m (8 foot) x 12.7 mm (% inch) panel, this represents 6.25 percent
reduction in the product and, therefore, cost. By labeling the reduced panel with a “nominal” size, the panel can be
advertised and sold competitively over producers of the full-size panel. This translates into more profit for the
manufacturer. The WWMA believes that allowing manufacturers to advertise or sell wood structural panels using
“nominal” sizes violates NIST Handbook 130 Uniform Weights and Measures Law Section 15 and similar laws used by
most weights and measures jurisdictions.

Recommendation: The WWMA recommends that the following Maximum Allowable Variations (MAVs) for
manufactured wood panels be included in NIST Handbook 133. These MAVs are equivalent to the dimensional
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tolerances proposed by the American Plywood Association. The WWMA also recommends adoption of a method of sale
for manufactured wood panels which is also presented below.

1.0. Maximum Allowable Variation for Manufactured Wood Panels

For length and width, the maximum allowable variation (MAYV) shall be 1.6mm (1/16 inch). For a
labeled thickness up to 19 mm (3/4 inch), the MAYV shall be 0.4 mm (1/64 inch) and for a labeled
thickness greater then 19 mm (1/64 inch), the MAYV shall be 3.0 percent.

The following labeling requirements for manufactured wood panels should be added to the Method of Sale of
Commodities Regulation in NIST Handbook 130.

2.0. Manufactured Wood Panels

2.1. Application.-- This section applies to manufactured wood-based panels including
softwood plywood, wafer board, oriented strand board (OSB), composite panels used for
construction, industrial and do-it-yourself projects.

2.2. Method of Sale. -- Manufactured Wood Panels must be advertised and labeled in terms
of length, width, and thickness. Retail consumer products shall include quantity st ts in
both SI and Inch-Pound Units.

Interim Meeting Action: This item was withdrawn because the Committee believes the existing MAVs for length and
width in NIST Handbook 133 are sufficient for these products and that the proposed method of sale in item 232-2 will
provide adequate information to insure that consumers are fully informed.

250-6 I Adoption of the 4™ Edition of NIST Handbook 133

Source: Laws and Regulations Committee

Background: A 4" Edition of NIST Handbook 133 has been developed and circulated for review and comment among
the NCWM membership. The 4™ Edition is based on the 4™ Supplement to the Third Edition of the Handbook that the
NCWM adopted in 1994. The sampling plans, tare procedures, statistical requirements, Maximum Allowable Variations,
and other requirements contained in the 4" Edition are identical to those in the 4" Supplement.

The Handbook’s major change is format. The new handbook uses a question and answer format to explain the
requirements and guide the inspector through the testing process. The Handbook uses plain language for clarity. Another
major change is that the size of the handbook has been reduced by eliminating obsolete or redundant information.

At this time, the Committee recommends one amendment to the handbook to harmonize and simplify the test procedure
for count by amending Table 5-1. Sampling Plans for Packages by Low Count (50 or Less) and Table 5-2. Sampling
Plans for Packages Given Tolerances (e.g., Glass and Stemware) by changing the sample and lot sizes to match the
sample and lot sizes in Table 2-1. Sampling Plans for Category A.

The Committee believes the 4™ Edition of the handbook will be easier to understand and use because it eliminates
confusion. To receive a draft copy of the 4™ Edition, contact Tom Coleman, 301-975-4868 or e-mail him at

t.coleman@nist.gov

Action At Annual Meeting: The Committee will carry this item over as an informational item and will prioritize its work
over the next year to focus on the adoption of 4™ Edition of NIST Handbook 133 according to the following timetable.

Timetable for Adoption of the 4" Edition of NIST Handbook 133

July 1999: The Committee holds a public hearing at the Annual Meeting to take comments on the 2" draft.
Committee and OWM staff prepares a 3" draft of the handbook for review by the Committee.
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On or before December 1, 1999 - 3" draft of the 4™ Edition will be distributed.

January 2000: The Committee will hold a public hearing at the Interim Meeting to take comments on the 3™ draft.
Committee and OWM staff will prepare a 4™ draft of handbook for review by the Committee.

On or before May 1, 2000 - 4" draft of the 4™ Edition will be distributed.

July 2000: The Committee will hold a public hearing at the Annual Meeting to take comments on the 4th draft.
Addendum sheets will reflect final changes and adoption of the handbook is put up for a vote. If NCWM adopts
the handbook, OWM staff will prepare a final draft of the handbook for Committee review.

On or before November 1, 2000 - 4™ Edition will be published and distributed.

K. Angell, Jr., West Virginia, Chairman

R. Andersen, New York

S. Morrison, San Luis Obispo County, California
D. Onwiler, Nebraska

R. Williams, Tennessee

Associate Membership Committee Representative: C. Guay, Procter & Gamble Company

NIST Handbook 133 Working Group: B. Bloch, California, Chairman
Petroleum Subcommittee: Randy Jennings, Tennessee, Chairman

Canadian Technical Advisor: J. Watters and S. Dupras
NIST Technical Advisor: T. Coleman
NIST Technical Advisor on the Uniform Regulation for National Type Evaluation: T. Butcher

Committee on Laws and Regulations
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Appendix A.

Uniform Regulation for National Type Evaluation

Section 1. Application

This regulation shall apply to N !¢ 1261 ayy ye of
device and/or equipment covered in National Institute of
Standards and Technology Handbook44 for which
evaluation procedures have been published in National
Conference on Weights and Measures, Publication 14,
"National Type Evaluation Program, Administrative
Procedures, Technical Policy, Checklists, and Test
Procedures."

NOTE 1: This section can be amended to include a list
of devices, or device types to which NTEP evaluation
criteria does not apply. Additionally, a State can amend
this section to allow it to conduct a type evaluation and
issue a 'Certificate of Approval.' This approach should
be limited to occasions where formal NTEP Type
Evaluation criteria does not apply, and to new
technologies or device applications where the
development of criteria is deemed necessary by the
director.

Section 2. Definitions

2.1. Active Certificate of Conformance. - A document
issued by the National Institute of Standards and
Technology based on testing by a Participating
Laboratory, which the certificate owner maintains in
active status under the National Type Evaluation
Program (NTEP). said The document constitutinges
evidence of conformance of a type with the
requirements of this document and the NIST Handbooks
44, 105-1, 105-2, or 105-3. By maintaining the
Certificate in active status, the Certificate owner
declares the intent to continue to manufacture or
remanufacture the device consistent with the type and in
conformance with the applicable requirements. For
manufacturers of grain moisture meters, maintenance of
active status also involves annual participation in the
NTEP Laboratory On-going Calibration Program, OCP
Phase II). - A device is traceable to an active
Certificate of Conformance if it was manufactured or
remanufactured during the period that the Certificate
was maintained in active status.

2.2. Device. -- Device means any weighing and
measuring device as defined in § 2.12. Commercial and
Law Enforcement Equipment.

2.3. Director. -- Means the of the
department of

2.4. National Type Evaluation Program. -- A program
of cooperation between the National Institute of

Standards and Technology, other Federal agencies, the
National Conference on Weights and Measures, the
States, and the private sector for determining, on a
uniform basis, conformance of a type with the relevant
provisions of National Institute of Standards and
Technology Handbook 44, "Specifications, Tolerances,
and Other Technical Requirements for Weighing and
Measuring Devices," and National Conference on
Weights and Measures, Publication 14, "National Type
Evaluation ~Program, Administrative Procedures,
Technical Policy, Checklists, and Test Procedures."

2.5. One-of-a-Kind Device. -- A (non-NTEP) device
designed to meet unique demands for a specific
installation and of a specific design which is not
commercially available elsewhere (one such device per
manufacturer). If a device manufactured for sale by a
company has been categorized and tested as a “one-of-
a-kind” device and the manufacturer then decides to
manufacture an additional device or devices of that
same type, the device will no longer be considered a
“one-of-a-kind.” This also applies to a device that has
been determined to be a “one-of-a-kind” device by a
weights and measures jurisdiction in one State and the
manufacturer decides to manufacture and install
another device of that same type in another State. In
this case, the manufacturer of the device must request an
NTEP evaluation on the device through the normal
application process, unless NTEP has already deemed
that such evaluation will not be conducted. (Amended
1998)

2.6. Participating Laboratory. -- Any State
Measurement Laboratory that has been accredited by
the National Institute of Standards and Technology in
accordance with its program for the Certification of
Capability of State Measurement Laboratories, or any
State Weights and Measures Agency or other laboratory
that has been authorized to conduct a type evaluation
under the National Type Evaluation Program.

2.7. Person. -- The term "person" means both plural and
the singular, as the case demands, and includes
individuals, partnerships, corporations, companies,
societies, and associations.

2.8. Remanufactured Device. -- A device to which an
overhaul or replacement of parts has been performed so
the device can be installed in a new location.

2.9. Repaired Device. - The maintenance or
replacement of parts for a device to remain or return to
service in the same location.
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2.10. Type. -- A model or models of a particular device,
measurement system, instrument, or element that
positively identifies the design. A specific type may
vary in its measurement ranges, size, performance, and
operating characteristics as specified in the Certificate
of Conformance.

2.11. Type Evaluation. - The testing, examination,
and/or evaluation of a type by a Participating
Laboratory under the National Type Evaluation
Program.

2.12. Commercial and Law Enforcement Equipment.
-- (a) Weighing, and measuring equipment
commercially used or employed in establishing the size,
quantity, extent, area, or measurement of quantities,
things, produce, or articles for distribution or
consumption, purchased, offered, or submitted for sale,
hire, or award, or in computing any basic charge or
payment for services rendered on the basis of weight or
measure. (b) Any accessory attached to or used in
connection with a commercial weighing or measuring
device when such accessory is so designed that its
operation affecting the accuracy of the device. (c)
Weighing and measuring equipment in official use for
the enforcement of law or for the collection of statistical
information by government agencies, ™' % se¢paee 127]

NOTE 2: The section is identical to G-A.1. § 1.10,
General Code, National Institute of Standards and
Technology Handbook 44 for definition of "commercial”
and "law enforcement equipment.”

Section 3. Certificate of Conformance

The Director shall require a device to be traceable to a
an_active Certificate of Conformance prior to its
installation or use for commercial or law enforcement
purposes.

Section 4. Certificate-of Conformanee; Specific
Requirements and Exemptions

(1) Except for a device exempted by this section, no
person shall sell a device unless it is traceable to & an
active Certificate of Conformance.

(2) Except for a device exempted by subseetion{3}+4);
er(5)-of this section, no person shall use a device unless
it is traceable to & an active Certificate of Conformance.

(3) A device in service in this State prior to s
9_, that meets the specifications, tolerances, and other
technical requirements of National Institute of Standards
and Technology Handbook 44 shall not be required to
be traceable to & an active Certificate of Conformance.

(4) A device in service in this State prior to , 19,
removed from service by the owner or on which the
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department has issued a removal order after .19,
and returned to service at a later date shall be modified
to meet all specifications, tolerances, and other technical
requirements of National Institute of Standards and
Technology Handbook 44 effective on the date of the
return to service. Such a device shall not be required to
be traceable to & an active Certificate of Conformance.

(5) A device in service in this State prior to , 19,
which is repaired after such date shall meet the
specifications, tolerances, and other technical
requirements of National Institute of Standards and
Technology Handbook 44 and shall not be required to
be traceable to & an active Certificate of Conformance.

(6) A device in service in this State prior to , 19,
that is still in use may be installed at another location in
this State provided the device meets requirements in
effect as of the date of installation in the new location;
however, the device shall not be required to be traceable
to & an active Certificate of Conformance

(7) A device in service in another State prior to N
19_ may be installed in this State; however, the device
shall meet the specifications, tolerances, and technical
requirements for weighing and measuring devices in
National Institute of Standards and Technology
Handbook 44, and be traceable to a an active Certificate
of Conformance.

(8) One-of-a-kind Device. — The Director may accept
the design of a one-of-a-kind device without an NTEP
evaluation pending inspection and performance testing
to satisfy that the device complies with Handbook 44
and is capable of performing within the Handbook 44
requirements for a reasonable period of time under
normal conditions of use. Indicators and load cells in
all “one-of-a-kind” scale installations must have a an
active NTEP CC as evidence that the system meets the
influence factor requirements of Handbook 44.
(Amended 1998)

(9) Repaired Device. -- If a person makes changes to a
device to the extent that the metrological characteristics
are changed, that specific device is no longer traceable
to the active Certificate of Conformance.

(10) Remanufactured Device. -- If a person repairs or
remanufactures a device, they are obligated to repair or
remanufacture it consistent with the manufacturer's
original design; otherwise, that specific device is no
longer traceable to & an active Certificate of
Conformance.

(11) Copy of a Device. -- The manufacturer who copies
the design of a device that is traceable to & an active
Certificate of Conformance, but which is made by
another company, must obtain a separate Certificate of
Conformance for the device. The Certificate of
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conformance for the original device shall not apply to
the copy.

(12) Device Components -- If a person buys a load
cell(s) and an indicating element that are traceable to
Certificates of Conformance and then manufactures a
device from the parts, that person shall & an active
Certificate of Conformance for the device.

Section 5. Participating Laboratory and Agreements
The Director is authorized to:

(1) Operate a Participating Laboratory as part of the
National Type Evaluation Program. In this regard, the
Director is authorized to charge and collect fees for type

evaluation services.

(2) Cooperate with and enter into agreements with any
person in order to carry out the purposes of the act.

teei iat licati loss
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Section 7 6. Revocation of Conflicting Regulations
All provisions of all orders and regulations heretofore
issued on this same subject that are contrary to or
inconsistent with the provisions of this regulation, and
specifically, are hereby revoked.

Section 8 7. Effective Date

This regulation shall become effective on -
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Appendix B

Labeling Guidelines for Chamois

These requirements are based on the Uniform Packaging and Labeling Regulation in the 1999 Edition of NIST Handbook
130 [/Uniform Laws and Regulations(] and regulations and guidelines of the Federal Trade Commission.

General

The following information must be declared on the principal display panel of the chamois package. The principal display
panel is the tag, or label that consumers can examine under normal and customary conditions of display.

Identity - what the package contains. Packages are required to declare identity in terms of (i) the name
specified in or required by any applicable Federal or State law or regulation or, in the absence of this, (ii)
the common or usual name or, in the absence of this, (iii) the generic name or other appropriate
description, including a statement of function.

. Net Quantity of Contents - how many items the package contains and the area of the item(s)

The following information may appear anywhere on the package.

. Responsibility — the party responsible for packaging or distributing the product.

Section 1. Declaration of Identity

Chamois is a natural product made of sheepskin which has been oil-tanned. In 1964, the Federal Trade Commission
issued an advisory opinion stating that using the word [lchamois'] on a product (e.g, [Artificial ] Chamois, [/Syntheticl |
Chamois, [1Pig Chamois[] or [[Man-Made[] Chamois) that is not made from oil-tanned sheepskin is an unlawful and

deceptive.

For example: Ch is, Natural Ch is Leather

Section 2. Declaration of Net Quantity of Contents
The following information is required to appear on the lower 30 percent of the principal display panel of all packages:

. Count

The package must include a count declaration (e.g., 1 Chamois) unless the package contains six or less items are fully
visible to the consumer.
. Area

Chamois packages must have area declarations in both inch-pound and metric units.

Metric

. for areas that measure less than 1 square meter, the area shall be stated in square decimeters and decimal fractions of a
square decimeter, or in square centimeters and decimal fractions of a square centimeter;

for areas that measure 1 square meter or more, the area shall be stated in square meters and decimal fractions to not
more than three places.

To facilitate value comparison and simplify the measurement process, chamois should be measured in one-quarter square
foot (2.32257 decimeter) increments. Dimensions should be rounded down to avoid overstating the area.

For example: 2 square feet (18.5 square decimeters) or 2 ft* (18.5 dm*)

Conversion Factors:
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1 square foot = 9.29030 dm*
I squareinch = 6.4516 cm®
I squareyard = 83.6127 dm’

Inch-Pound Units

for areas that are less than 1 square foot (929 cm®), the area declaration shall be expressed in square inches and frac-
tions of square inches;

. for areas of 1 square foot (929 cm?), or more, but less than 4 square feet (37.1 dm?), the area shall be expressed in
square feet with any remainder expressed in square inches or in fractions of a square foot;

. for areas of 4 square feet (37.1 dm?) or more, the area should be expressed in terms of the largest whole unit (e.g.,
square yards, square yards and square feet, or square feet) with any remainder expressed in square inches and fractions of
a square inch, or in fractions of the square foot or square yard.

Chamois labeled for retail sale is exempt from these requirements if the area of a full skin is expressed in terms of square
feet with any remainder in terms of the common or decimal fraction of the square foot (929 cm?®) or, (b) the area for cut
skins of any configuration is expressed in terms of square inches and fractions thereof. Where the area of a cut skin is at
least one square foot (929 cm?) or more, the statement of square inches shall be followed in parentheses by a declaration
in square feet with any remainder in terms of square inches or common or decimal fractions of the square foot.

Prohibited Labeling Practices

... Do not use qualifying terms or phrases (e.g., [JApproximate Size,’] [ISize when Wet,[l [lUp to 20% Larger When
Wetl)).

e Do not use unacceptable symbols (e.g., using (L)) to indicate inches.

3. Declaration of Responsibility

The name and address of the manufacturer, packer, or distributor must be conspicuously specified on the label of any
package that is kept, offered, or exposed for sale, or sold anywhere other than the premises here packed. The name shall
be the actual corporate name, or, when not incorporated, the name under which the company does business. This
declaration does not have to appear on the principal display panel.

For example:
Chamois Tanning Company
8190 Main Road

Tarpon Springs, Florida 34568

The address shall include street address, city, State (or country if outside the United States), and Zip Code (or the mailing
code if any, used in countries other than the United States); however, the street address may be omitted if it is shown in a
current city directory or telephone directory.
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Sample Labels

1. If one natural chamois is in a see-through package, the following label would be acceptable:

Natural Chamois Leather

Distributed by:

Chamois Leather Co.

8190 Main Road

Tarpon Springs, Florida 34568

7 sq ft (65 dm?)

2. The next sample would apply if one chamois is in a package and the statement of identity does not clearly express the
fact the package only contains one unit.

Chamois

Chamois Leather Company
8190 Main Road
Tarpon Springs, Florida 34568

One Chamois

3 sq ft (27.8 dm?)
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Appendix C

Procedure for Checking Area Measurement of Chamois

Definition

Chamois is natural leather made from skins of sheep and lambs that has been oil-tanned. Chamois are irregularly shaped
and sized which makes area measurement difficult. Because of these characteristics, an accurate area determination can
only be made using an internationally recognized method of conditioning (rehydrating) and measurement:

- Chamois is produced in a wet manufacturing process, so it has high moisture content at time of measurement. Chamois
is hydroscopic; therefore, its dimensions and total area changes as it loses or absorbs moisture.

- Chamois is subject to wrinkling and packing of fiber bundles that results from folding, packing, and shipping.

-- The thickness and density, and, therefore, the weight per unit area of chamois skins will vary from skin to skin;
therefore, an estimated gross weight procedure cannot be used to check this product.

11 Standard Test Conditions

As with other hydroscopic products, reasonable variations in measure must be allowed if caused by ordinary and
customary exposure to atmospheric conditions that normally occur in good distribution practice. Federal and
international standards specify procedures to restore the moisture content of chamois so that tests to verify dimensions
and area can be conducted.

Federal Test Method Standard - Number 311 (January 15, 1979) defines the standard atmospheric
condition for chamois as 50 + 4 percent relative humidity and 23 + 2 °C (73.4 °F). The chamois is
considered to be at equilibrium moisture when the difference in two successive weighings, made at 1-
hour intervals, is no greater than 0.25 percent (e.g., the maximum change in weight on a 100 g sample
in two successive weighings is less than 1/4 g (250 mg).
III. Test Procedures
The area of chamois is verified using a two-stage test procedure.
The first stage is a field audit using the template test procedure. This test is used for field audits because it is simpler to
perform and does not require the chamois to be conditioned. The field audit is used to identify chamois that are
potentially under measure. It is not as accurate as the gravimetric procedure because some error results from reading the

area from the template.

The gravimetric procedure should be used for compliance testing because it includes conditioning (rehydrating) the
chamois.

A. Select a random sample of chamois and use the Template Test Method to determine the area of each sample.

1. Template Test Method

Equipment

Use a transparent, flexible template that is graduated in square inches or centimeters. The template shall be large enough
to completely cover the chamois under test.

Procedure

Place the template over the chamois specimen on a smooth surface. Determine the area by counting the number of
squares that cover the surface of the chamois. Estimate parts of the template that do not completely cover the chamois by
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adding the number of partially covered blocks (See Figure 1). Compute the total area and go to Section B. Compliance to
determine if further action is necessary.

Figure 1.

Decision Criteria

If the average minus error exceeds 3 percent of the labeled area, the chamois may be violative. To confirm the finding,
take the samples to a laboratory where they can be conditioned and tested by using the gravimetric test procedure.

2.0. Gravimetric Test for Area Measurement

This test cannot be performed in the field because the samples must be conditioned with water prior to testing. This
method is intended for use in checking full or cut skins, or pattern shapes. Open and condition all of the packages in the
sample prior to determining their area on the recommended paper. Conditioning and verifying chamois can be
accomplished without destroying the product. When the tests are completed, the chamois can be repackaged for sale, so
do not destroy the packaging material.

2.1 Equipment and Material Required:

(a). Balance with a capacity of 1 kg that is accurate to at least = 0.01 g and a load receiving element of adequate size to
properly hold the chamois.

(b). Atomizer or trigger type sprayer and sealable, airtight polyethylene bags,

(c). Medium weight artists drawing paper. (e.g., Drawing Paper, Medium Weight (100 Ib), regular surface or
comparable),

(d). Household iron with low temperature settings 30° to 40° Centigrade (86° to 104° F),

(e). Rule or tape that is graduated in centimeters or inches,

(f). Instrument for cutting paper (razor blade, scissors, or cutting board).

2.2. Uniform Sizes

Chamois are labeled in terms of square decimeters and square feet, and are sized in increments of 1/4 square feet (e.g.,
1sq ft, 1-1/4 sq ft, and 1-1/2 sq ft). Separate the chamois into different sizes and define the inspection lot by specific

sizes.

3.0 Sample Conditioning
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3.1 Remove samples from their packages; weigh and record each weight. Using an atomizer-type sprayer, spray
water in the amount of 25 percent of the weight of the skin uniformly over its area. Place wetted chamois in an airtight
polyethylene bag; seal the bag, and leave it in this condition at room temperature for 24 hours.

3.2 Open the bag; remove the chamois; reweigh the chamois to confirm that it retained maximum moisture, (i.e.,
confirm that the difference in the two consecutive weighings conducted an hour apart does not exceed 0.25 percent.)
Place the chamois flat on a continuous piece of medium weight artists drawing paper,

33 To remove wrinkles and make the chamois lay flat, use a normal domestic iron that is heated to a maximum of
30°- 40° C (86° to 104° F.) Place the iron on the bottom of the skin, and iron the skin up the center to the top. Then, iron
the skin from the center out to each side. Iron until the skin is fully extended and perfectly flat.

4.0 Measurement

4.1 Immediately after ironing, carefully draw around the outline of the skin on the paper. Remove the skin; carefully
cut along the outline of the skin; weigh the cut-out pattern, and record to the nearest 0.1 gram as W1.

4.2 Lay out the pattern and cut an accurately measured rectangle of a size not less than one-half the area of the
pattern. Weigh the cut-out rectangle and record the weight to the nearest 0.1 gram as W2. Calculate the area of the

rectangle cut from the patterns by multiplying length by width and record in centimeters or square inches as A.

For metric - calculate the area of the original skin being checked as follows:

W1/W2 x A = Skin Area in cm’ /100 = Area in Square Decimeters

For inch-pound units - calculate the area of the original skin being checked as follows:
W1/W2 x A = SKin Area in square inches /144 = Area in Square Feet
B. Compliance
Compute the average area for all skins in the sample lot. The average area should equal the size that is declared on the
packages. If the average area is less than the declared size, compute the appropriate sample error limit using the sample

correction factor from Table 2.1 in the 4™ Supplement of NIST Handbook 133. Compute the sample standard deviation
by using the errors determined by subtracting the calculated skin area for each sample from the declared area. The

Maximum Allowable Variation (MAV) for area declarations on chamois is three (3) percent of the labeled area.
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Appendix D
Labeling Guidelines for Natural and Synthetic Sponges

These requirements are based on the Uniform Packaging and Labeling Regulation in the 1999 Edition of NIST Handbook
130 “Uniform Laws and Regulations” and regulations and guidelines of the Federal Trade Commission. All indicated
dimensions and conversions from metric to inch-pound units are approximates only and are used for illustrative purposes
only.
General
The following information must be declared on the principal display panel (PDP) of a package of sponge(s). The PDP is
the part of label (or package) most likely to be displayed, presented, shown, to or examined by consumers. A tag or spot
label may be used.

Identity - what the package contains

Net Quantity of Contents - how many items in the package and the dimensions of the item(s)
The following information may appear anywhere on the package.

Responsibility - the name of the processor or distributor
Section 1. Declaration of Identity
a. A declaration of identity that clearly describes the origin and other relevant information about the sponge must appear
on the label of each package. The identity of a sponge must include information about its origin (i.e., that it is a natural or
synthetic sponge). The identity shall be in terms of (i) the name specified in or required by applicable Federal or State
law or regulation or, (ii) the common or usual name or, (iii) the generic name or other appropriate description.

For example:

Sea Wool Sponge, Rock Island Sponge, Sea Grass Sponge, Sea Yellow Sponge, or Atlantic Silk
Sponge

* Origin - Natural or Synthetic

« For natural sponges, the label must specify if they are “Cut” or “Form.” “Cut” sponges are those that have been cut into
halves, quarters, or fourths while “forms” are whole sponges.

« For natural sponges, indicate type of sponge (e.g., “silk,” “seawool,” or “yellow”)
b. Identifiers

» Terms which indicate locations of origin on some natural sponges (e.g., “Atlantic Sea Sponge) are permitted to be used
for identification if they accurately describe the source of the sponge.

* Use of terms that may be interpreted by consumers to imply quality, durability, or “expert” endorsement (e.g,

“professional quality sponge”) are permitted as identifiers if they are not misleading. However, terms that imply quality
should be used with care if they are not based on a recognized grading system. Use of terms to describe sponge texture

»

such as “fine” ,“medium”, or “coarse” are acceptable.
Section 2. Declaration of Net Quantity of Contents
The following information must appear on the lower 30 percent of the principal display panel of all packages:

« Count
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The package must include a count declaration (e.g., 1 sponge) unless the statement of identity clearly expresses the fact
that only one unit is contained in the package. A package containing two or more units shall bear a statement in terms of
count (e.g., 2 sponges).

* Dimensions
- The package must include the dimensions of the sponges in inches and centimeters.

To facilitate value comparison and simplify the measurement process, sponges should be measured in one-half inch (one-
centimeter) increments. Dimensions should be rounded down to avoid overstating the size of a sponge.

For example: 6 in, 6-1/2 in, and 7 in for inch/pound declarations
15 cm, 16 cm, and 17 cm for metric declarations

« Synthetic sponges: the dimensions shall include length x width x height (thickness). Either unit of measure can be the
primary declaration (e.g., the metric or inch-pound units can be presented first).

1-Sponge 17x 10x5Scm (7x4x2in)

+ Natural sponges: the declaration shall be a single measurement representing the maximum dimension of one axis of a
sponge that is passed through a circular template. When measured, the sponge is “classified” as a specific size when at
least three, (including two opposing) points of the sponge touch the template (e.g, see graphic on the following page the
sample sponge is designated as a 7- inch (17 cm) sponge).

As the following pictures show, natural sponges are irregular in size and shape and have traditionally been measured
using this procedure. It is difficult to develop a meaningful or cost effective measurement process that would provide a
means of direct comparison between synthetic and natural sponges based on dimensions. Requiring declarations, such as
average height, length, or width of natural sponges procedures, would increase costs for industry and consumers.

Sea Wool Sponges Silk Sponges Sea Grass Sponges
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* This graphic illustrates an irregular form of a natural sponge passing through a 7-inch (17 cm) template and touching at
least 2 opposite points. This sponge could be labeled 7 inches.

Template

Sponge

/V
7 in (17 cm)

« For banana sponges the size will be determined as shown below. This sponge is 7 inches (17 cm).

Template

7 in (17 cm)

Good Measurement Practice

» Dimensions are determined with the sponge wet.
» Measuring templates (see photo below for the currently used type templates):

- should be constructed of rigid metal or plastic material.
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- circular openings should be graduated in increments of one-half inch (one centimeter)

- The error in the circular openings shall not be greater than +1/32 inch (+ 0.79 mm) as specified in Table 2. Tolerances in
Section 5.52. Linear Measures of NIST Handbook 44"Specifications, Tolerances, and Technical Requirements for
Weighing and Measuring Devices.”

Prohibited Labeling Practices

* Declaring country of origin that is not accurate.

* Declaring ranges of dimensions - (e.g., 4"- 5" inches) or using terms such as “half or semi-form” instead of either “cut”
or “form.”

 Using qualifying terms (e.g., “Wet Size,” “Approximate” or “Jumbo”)
« “Anti-bacterial” claims must meet Environmental Protection Agency requirements.
« Using type size that does not meet minimum height requirements.

« Using unacceptable symbols (e.g., 2"; using (") for inches is not acceptable)
3. Declaration of Responsibility

The name and address of the processor or distributor must be specified on the label of any package that is kept, offered, or
exposed for sale, or sold anywhere other than the premises where packed. The name shall be the actual corporate name,
or, when not incorporated, the name under which the business is conducted. For example:

L&R - 34



Laws and Regulations Committee
Processed by
Argonaut Sponge Company
8190 Main Road
Tarpon Springs, Florida 34568

The address shall include street address, city, State (or country if outside the United States), and Zip Code (or the mailing
code if any, used in countries other than the United States); however, the street address may be omitted if this is shown in
a current city directory or telephone directory.

Sample Labels

If a natural sponge is in a box, carton, or package that does not permit consumers to see how many sponges are in the box,
the package must include a count declaration (e.g., 1 sponge) unless the statement of identity clearly expresses the fact
that only one unit is contained in the package. A package containing two or more units shall bear a statement in terms of
count (e.g., 2 sponges). the following sample label would apply.

Yellow Sponge
Cut

Argonaut Sponge Company
8190 Main Road
Tarpon Springs, Florida 34568

One — 17.5 cm (7 in)

Synthetic Sponge

Made by:
Argonaut Sponge Company
8190 Main Road
Tarpon Springs, Florida 34568

17.7x10 x5 cm (7 x4 x 2 in)

If a package does not permit the consumer to see how many sponges are the box - it must include a count declaration
(e.g., 1 sponge) unless the statement of identity clearly expresses the fact that only one unit is contained in the package.
A package containing two or more units shall bear a statement in terms of count (e.g., 2 sponges). A transparent bag of
small pieces of sponge may be sold on the basis of count if the words “Irregular Dimensions” appear in conjunction with
the declaration of count (e.g., 10 Sponges - Irregular Dimensions.)
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Synthetic Sponge

Made by:

Argonaut Sponge Company
8190 Main Road

Tarpon Springs, Florida 34568

1-Sponge 17.7x10x5cm (7x4x2in)
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Appendix E.

Guidelines for Administrative Decisions Regarding Premium Diesel

Introduction

Premium diesel was first defined in 1998 as a result of voting action at the NCWM annual meeting. Prior to that, no
uniform definition that was approved through a standards development organization exisisted. Because the scope of the
NCWM definition goes beyond traditional fuel testing parameters, certain administrative aspects for a regulatory agency
justify discussion.

The NCWM definition encompasses five parameters from which the marketer may choose when formulating a premium
package: Cetane Number, Low Temperature Operability, Energy Content, Fuel Injector Cleanliness, and Thermal
Stability. Requirements for claiming cetane number, low temperature operability, and energy content are more traditional
elements of diesel fuel testing and do not warrant a detailed discussion in this document. Because traditionally, fuel
cleanliness and thermal stability have been less familiar parameters for diesel fuel, this document will focus primarily on
those properties. Additionally, this document will lend guidance on sample volumes necessary to conduct laboratory
testing.

Fuel Cleanliness Guideline

The fuel cleanliness criterion of the NCWM Premium Diesel regulation is based on performance in the Cummins L10
Injector Depositing Test. This criterion can be met by either the use of a detergent additive or by demonstrating that the
fuel as sold can pass the Cummins L10 test due to inherent cleanliness. Compliance testing initiated by the weights and
measures official should be conducted with the Cummins L10 Injector Depositing Test using the latest test method as
approved by the ASTM Cummins L10 Injector Depositing Test Surveillance Panel. As of September 1, 1998, this is draft
test procedure number 4a.

From an enforcement point of view, the marketer must be prepared to provide sufficient data to substantiate the
detergency claim to a state weights and measures director.

When the criterion is met by using a detergent additive, the marketer must have passing results from a Cummins L10
Injector Depositing Test. The test must be conducted using Cat 1K reference fuel. The test data must also include the
treatment level (amount) of additive that was used in the performance test to achieve the passing result.

To verify the proper addition of additive into diesel fuel, the marketer is expected to maintain records that allow
reconciliation between additive consumption at the required additive treatment rate shown in the test data and the volume
of premium diesel fuel sold. It is recommended that this Volume Additive Reconciliation be compiled on a quarterly
basis and that records be maintained for a minimum of one year. A sample additive usage form is provided as a guide at
the conclusion of this document.

The marketer must also maintain a chemical and physical description of the detergent additive that is being used. This
description can be compared to the chemical and physical properties of an additive sample drawn from the marketer’s
facility. This allows the inspector to assure that the additive being used is substantially similar to the additive used in
developing the required supporting documentation. The chemical and physical description of the detergent additives
should include as a minimum:

e Specific Gravity
e Viscosity @ 20 °C and 100 °C
e Elemental Analysis or Fourier Transformation Infrared Analysis

It is important to note that many diesel fuel additives that can be used under the NCWM regulation may contain a number
of different components, including active ingredients and solvents. All documentation and additive descriptions should
reflect the additive package that the inspector will encounter in the field. Additionally, it is common practice in the
industry to switch additives between summer and winter to meet seasonal performance and additive handling needs. The
director of the responsible jurisdiction should consider this when determining the timing of additive package testing for
performance criteria or compositional analysis.
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To check the actual performance of the detergent additive in use, the inspector may collect a sample of the actual additive
used at the marketer’s facility to produce premium diesel fuel. This sample can be tested using the latest test procedure in
the Cat 1-K fuel as recommended above. This proof testing is at the discretion of the inspecting agency.

If the marketer chooses to demonstrate the inherent cleanliness of the fuel being sold (fuels that can meet the requirement
without detergent additive or by using a lower than recommended concentration of additive), the fuel must be tested
annually at the marketer’s expense. The regulatory agency must agree with the test date. If the annual test fails to comply
with the rule, the marketer pays for any additional testing. If the test fails to comply with the rule, the director has the
authority to initiate enforcement as authorized by the governing law of that jurisdiction. To continue to market the fuel as
premium diesel, the marketer may be requested to provide a description of production adjustments along with a newly
acquired L-10 pass certificate to the Director.

All documentation associated with the detergency criterion should be made available to the director within a reasonable
period of time upon request. It is recommended that the data be provided within 30 days of the request. Data sharing
among the various regulatory agencies may be an especially useful tool for assurance of fuel cleanliness compliance. In
the event a regulatory agency has reason to suspect a detergent package being used is less than adequate to meet premium
diesel standards, the regulator may benefit from obtaining any available data on testing conducted on that package by
other regulatory agencies. Additionally, when fuels that are relying on the inherit cleanliness of the fuel to qualify as
premium diesel are marketed across jurisdiction lines, it would be reasonable to request data from the Director of the
jurisdiction in which the point of product distribution is located prior to requiring the marketer to provide new test data.

Thermal Stability Guidelines

The test method adopted by the NCWM, Octel America F21-61, is a well-established and reliable indicator of the ability
of the fuel to withstand high temperature exposure for a prolonged period of time (180 minutes, 150 °C). This test is
currently being developed into an ASTM test method. The procedure has been drafted into ASTM format and a round-
robin test program to determine the test’s repeatability and reproducibility limits has been conducted. While this method
will not be official until accepted by ASTM, it is expected that the reproducibility of the test method will be
approximately 10% at the 80% reflectance level based on the use of the prescribed reflectance meter.

Sample Volume Guidelines

Detergency
Test Method: Cummins L10 Injector Depositing Test, draft test procedure number 4a

Volume of Fuel Required/Test: 320 - 340 gallons

Volume of Additive for testing with CAT-1K reference fuel as specified by the additive producer.
Energy Content (Btu)

Test Method: ASTM D240 Heat of Combustion of Liquid Hydrocarbon Fuels by Bomb Calorimeter

Volume of Fuel Required/Test: 50 ml (recommend 100 ml)

Low Temperature Operability
Cloud Point

Test Method: ASTM D2500 Cloud Point of Petroleum Products
Sample Collection: Obtain samples in accordance with Practices ASTM D4057 or ASTM D4177

Volume of Fuel Required/Test: 50 ml (recommend 100 ml)
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ASTM D4539 Filterability of Diesel Fuel by Low-Temperature Flow Test
Volume of Fuel Required/Test: 200 ml (recommend 500 ml)

Thermal Stability

Test Method: Octel F21-61

Volume of Fuel Required/Test: 50 ml (recommend 100 ml)

Cetane

Test Method: ASTM D613 Cetane Number of Diesel Fuel Oils

Volume of Fuel Required/Test: 1000 ml (recommend 2000 ml)
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Report of the Committee on
Specifications and Tolerances

Darryl Brown, Chairman
Towa Department of Agriculture
Towa

Introduction

This is the final report of the Committee on Specifications and Tolerances (S&T) for the 84™ Annual Meeting of the
National Conference on Weights and Measures (NCWM). The report is based on the 84th Interim Report offered in the
Conference “Program and Committee Reports” (NCWM Publication 16), the Addendum Sheets issued at the Annual
Meeting, and actions taken by the membership at the Voting Session of the Annual Meeting.

Table A identifies the agenda items in the report by Reference Key Number, Item Title, and Page Number. The item
numbers are those assigned in the Interim Meeting Agenda. Voting items are indicated with a “V” after the item number.
Items marked with an “I” after the reference key number are information items. Items marked with a “D” after the key
number are developing issues. The developing designation indicates an item has merit; however, the item is returned to
the submitter to develop further before any action is taken at the national level. The Committee withdrew items marked
with a “W.” Items marked with a “W” generally will be referred to the regional weights and measures associations
because they either need additional development, analysis, and input, or did not have sufficient Committee support to
bring them before the NCWM.

The attached report contains many recommendations to revise or amend National Institute of Standards and Technology
(NIST) Handbook 44, 1999 Edition, “Specifications, Tolerances, and other Technical Requirements for Weighing and
Measuring Devices.” Proposed revisions to the handbook are shown in bold face print by eressing-out text to be deleted,
and underlining information to be added. Requirements that are proposed to be nonretroactive are printed in italics.
Entirely new paragraphs or sections proposed for addition to the handbook are designated as such and shown in bold face
print.

Note: The policy of the National Institute of Standards and Technology is to use metric units of measurement in all of its
publications; however, recommendations received by the NCWM technical committees have been printed in this
publication as they were submitted and may, therefore, contain references to inch-pound units.

Table A
Agenda Items
Reference
Key No. Title of Item Page
310  General Code 4
310-1 1 G-S.1. Identification and Appendix D, Definitions for Manufactured and
Remanufactured Devices 4
310-2A \'% G-S.1. Identification; Serial Number. 6
310-2B 1 G-S.1. Identification; Model Number 8
310-3 D G-S.5.6.2. Multiple Recorded Representation 9
320  Scales Code 9
320-1 vC S.1.2.2. Verification Scale Interval, S.1.2.2.1. Class I and II, and S.1.2.2.2. Class III and
IIII and Table 3 Parameters for Accuracy Classes Footnote 1 9
320-2 1 S.1.4.3.(a) Width; Scale Indicators 11
320-3 \% S.1.8.3.1. Device Configuration for Normal Rounding or Weight Classifying
Operations.....ccceeeveuiinieuieniiiiiieienieniennen 11
320-4 vC S.2.1.3. Scales Equipped with an Automatic Zero-Setting Mechanism..........ceceeueecrernenes 13
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320-5 vC S.2.1.4. Monorail Scales, S.2.3.1. Monorail Scales Equipped with Digital Indications,
N.1.3.6.1. In-Motion Monorail Scales, T.N.3.8. In-Motion Weighing, Monorail Scales,
and UR.2.9. Provision for Testing In-Motion Monorail Scales; Definitions for Dynamic
Weighing System, and Static Weighing System 13

320-6 vC Table S.6.3.b. Notes For Table S.6.3.a.; Temperature Limits 15

320-7 vC Table S.6.3.b. Notes For Table S.6.3.a.; “S” or “M” 16

320-8 \% Table S.6.3.a. Marking Requirements and Table S.6.3.b. Notes For Table S.6.3.a.;
Nominal Capacity, Concentrated Load Capacity, and Section Capacity........ceceeueuerereenes 17

320-9 \% N.1.3.6.1. In-Motion Monorail Scales 18

320-10 w N.2.1. Verification Interval 19

320-11 vC T.N.3.8. In-Motion Weighing, Monorail Scales 20

320-12 vC UR.1.3. Value of Indicated and Recorded Scale Division, UR.3.10 Dynamic Monorail
Scales, S.1.2.2. Verification Scale Interval, and S.1.2.2.2. Class III and IIII .... .

320-13 vC Table UR.3.2.1. Span Maximum Load

320-14 vC Appendix D, Definition of v,

320-15 w Stored Vehicle Tare Weights

321  Belt-Conveyor Scale Systems 28
321-1 1 N.3.2.1. Accuracy of Material 28
321-2 1 UR. 2.2. Conveyor Installation and UR.2.2.1. For Scales not Installed by the

Manufacturer 30

321-3 1 UR.2.2.1.(h) For Scales not Installed by the Manufacturer; Belt Composition and

Maintenance 32
321-4 1 UR.3.2.(c) Maintenance 32
322 Automatic Bulk Weighing Systems Code 33
322-1 w N.2.1. Verification Interval 33
324  Automatic Weighing Systems — Tentative Code 34
324-1 vC Table S.7.a. Marking Requirements 34
330 Liquid-Measuring Devices 35
330-1 1 S.1.5.3.(a) Width; Indicator Index 35
330-2 \% Table S.2.2. Categories of Device and Methods of Sealing; Category 2 ........ceceeevurreeurrenns 36
330-3 w N.4.2. Special Tests 38
330-4 vC T.2.1.4. Tolerances for Devices Delivering Less than One Gallon .........ccueeveeenenccsesnsnsnnns 39
330-5 D Appendix D, Definition for Retail Device 40
330-6 vC T.2.3.X. Measurement of Asphalt 41
331  Vehicle-Tank Meters Code 42
331-1 \% UR.2.2.1. Exceptions for the Sale of Aviation Fuel 42
334  Cryogenic Liquid-Measuring Devices 43
334-1 D Recognition of Liquefied Natural Gas Application 43

337  Mass Flow Meters Code 45

337-1 vC S.3.3. Vapor Elimination, Table T.2. Accuracy Classes for Mass Flow Meter
Applications, and N.6. Testing Procedures 45

337-2 \% Table S.3.5. Categories of Device and Methods of Sealing; Category 2 .......ceeveererererunnns 46

337-3 W S.6.1. Printed Receipt; Identification Number 48

337-4 vC T.1. (b) Tolerances, General and Table T.2. Accuracy Classes for Mass Flow
Meter Applications. 49
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354  Taximeters Code 51
354-1 \% S.1.9. Design of Recording Elements 51
354-2 1 S.1.10. Non-Fare Information 52
354-3 vC S.1.9.1. Multiple Recorded Representations, S.1.9.1.1. Duplicate Receipts ........ccceoceueueenen 52
354-4 1 S.5. Provisions for Security 53
354-5 1 S.6. (b) Power Interruption, Electronic Taximeters 54
354-6 vC UR.3. Sta t of Rates 54
354-7 w UR.4. Return of Indicating and Recording Elements to Zero Condition...........ccceeveurunee 55

357  Near-Infrared Grain Analyzers — Tentative Code 55
357-1 vC Near-Infrared Grain Analyzers — Tentative Code; Retroactive Dates..

357-2 1 Near-Infrared Grain Analyzer; Indication of Additional Constituent Values ..
358  Multiple Dimension Measuring Devices Code 59
358-1 vC T.7. Electric Power Supply 59
360 Other Items 59
360-1 1 Revise NIST Handbook 44 59
360-2 1 OIML Report 60
Appendices
Appendix Title Reference Page
Key Number
A OIML Activities Report 360-2 61
Table B
Voting Results
Reference Key Number | House of State Representatives | House of Delegates | Results
| Yes \ No | Yes No
300 (Consent Calendar) 40 1 68 0 Passed
310-2A 42 1 66 1 Passed
320-3 36 5 61 4 Passed
320-8 42 0 67 0 Passed
320-9 43 0 69 0 Passed
330-2 43 0 64 0 Passed
331-1 31 7 39 25 Passed
337-2 43 0 65 0 Passed
354-1 44 0 67 0 Passed
300 (Report in its Entirety) All Ayes No Nays All Ayes No Nays Passed

Voice Vote
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Details of All Items
(In order by Reference Key Number)

310 General Code

310-1 I G-S.1. Identification and Appendix D, Definitions for Manufactured and
Remanufactured Devices

Source: Carryover Item 310-1 (This item originated from the Central Weights and Measures Association and first
appeared on the Committee’s 1997 agenda.)

Recommendation: Add the following new paragraph G.S.1.1. and definition of “remanufacturer.”
G-S.1.1. Remanufactured devices shall be clearly and per ly marked with the name or

trademark of the remanufacturer.
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, XXXX]

Remanufacturer — A company or individual who produces remanufactured devices.

Add the definition for “remanufactured device” in NIST Handbook 130 to NIST Handbook 44:

Remanufactured Device. -- A device to which an overhaul or replacement of parts has been

performed so the device can be installed in a new location.

Discussion: Since 1997, the Committee has considered several proposals to add a new paragraph to G-S.1. to require
remanufacturers to label devices. Additional background information on this item is found in the S&T Committee’s 1997
and 1998 final reports.

At the July 1998 NCWM Annual Meeting, the Committee considered withdrawing this item. The Committee heard
requests from the Scale Manufacturers Association (SMA), the Gasoline Pump Manufacturers Association (GPMA), and
the Meter Manufacturers Association (MMA) to reconsider and keep the item on the agenda. The associations indicated
that the issue of labeling of devices when they are serviced by other than the original equipment manufacturer (OEM) still
needs to be addressed. The associations also agreed to work together to develop some appropriate language by the
January 1999 NCWM Interim Meeting. The associations noted that, if they were unable to develop any language by
January 1999, then they would support withdrawing this issue. The Committee agreed to change the status of this item to
informational under these conditions and charged industry with the task of (1) reaching a consensus on appropriate
language that describes labeling requirements for non-original manufacturer equipment and (2) determining when
equipment should receive non-original manufacturer equipment status.

During the October 1998 meeting of the Southern Weights and Measures Association, representatives of the SMA,
GPMA, the Petroleum Equipment Institute (PEI), and one remanufacturer met to finalize the above proposal on marking
and defining remanufactured devices. Industry believes that this completes the work that it agreed to finish by the 1999
NCWM Interim Meeting in return for keeping the issue of remanufactured devices on the S&T agenda. The group
concluded that current Handbook 130 definitions are adequate and should be included in Handbook 44. The group also
noted that the definitions exclude moving a device from one location to another and any repaired devices. Handbook 130
defines a “repaired device” as the maintenance or replacement of parts for a device to remain or return to service in the
same location. Note that the regional weights and measures associations met prior to the latest revisions to the proposal.

The Northeastern Weights and Measures Association (NEWMA) expressed concern that earlier proposed language would
make field enforcement difficult and requested the opportunity to review the latest proposal. In the meantime, the
NEWMA believes that any language developed must be acceptable to both the original equipment manufacturers and
remanufacturers.

During the October 1998 meeting of the Western Weights and Measures Association (WWMA), the WWMA noted its
support of the associations’ efforts to arrive at definitions which are amenable to all parties, including weights and
measures officials.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association recommended this issue remain informational until the associations can

develop language which is acceptable to all interested parties including weights and measures officials.
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At the 1999 Interim Meeting, the S&T Committee reviewed the associate industry’s latest proposal to require
remanufacturers to label devices and to define “remanufacturer,” “remanufactured devices,” and “repaired devices.” The
Committee appreciates the associate industry’s work over the past 3 years to develop definitive language which all parties
accept. The Committee agreed with industry that the proposed language is the first small step, but it believes this
approach leaves weights and measures officials facing an enforcement dilemma.

Since 1997, the Committee asked industry for directions about how to apply the proposed labeling requirements and
definitions. The Committee agreed that in the latest proposal the term “overhaul,” is still unclear, and the proposal lacks
guidelines to determine when a device has “remanufactured” status.

The Committee discussed whether or not weights and measures jurisdictions have the capability to allocate resources to
determine if and who remanufactured a device. If the proposed definitions are placed in Handbook 44, then jurisdictions
must enforce the requirement and determine if devices are in or out of compliance. The Committee is concerned that
some changes may only be apparent to the OEM. One Committee member had concern about the consequences for
jurisdictions which test and approve devices and receive notification that the devices lack the required additional marking
information. Weights and measures officials have primarily worked to determine if a device complies with Handbook 44.
The Committee still has concerns that many smaller remanufacturing and repair operations affected by the proposal are
not aware of the events taking place.

The Committee recognizes that NTEP policies are derived from Handbook 44 requirements. The Committee questions
whether or not the S&T Committee is the appropriate body to decide on the marking requirements for remanufactured
devices because the point at which a device becomes a “remanufactured device” is unclear. Verification that a device is
remanufactured might be compared to some of the criteria which can only be performed in a laboratory environment by
NTEP. The Committee believes that current NTEP policies provide some guidelines to determine the party who is
responsible for a device. The Committee believes the NCWM may eventually determine that the guidelines necessary to
enforce the proposal are an integral part of NTEP policy rather than a technical issue.

One alternative approach the Committee considered was to address this item as an amendment to NIST Handbook 130 in
the Uniform Regulation for the Voluntary Registration of Servicepersons and Service Agencies for Commercial
Weighing and Measuring Devices to require service agencies to mark a device.

During the 1999 Interim Meeting, comments from remanufacturers indicate that a device which is remanufactured by the
OEM must also be relabeled. NTEP policy requires an OEM to report on a device with an NTEP Certificate of
Conformance if any modifications to that device alter the original design or affect the metrological characteristics covered
by the Certificate of Conformance.

The Gasoline Pump Manufacturers Association indicated their support for the latest proposal because it agrees with the
NTEP Committee and Board of Directors work to ensure that “production meets type” and current NTEP policies. One
GPMA member noted the widespread support of the latest proposal from OEMs, remanufacturers, and trade
organizations. This individual also discussed the benefits to the end-user and consumer who will be able to readily
identify remanufactured equipment because of the additional label. However, the same individual also noted some
uncertainty about whether or not the requirement is enforceable. The MMA believes that this is the closest that the parties
who were asked to agree on wording for G-S.1. have come to reaching a unanimous consensus.

The Committee considered modifying the proposed text to clarify the definition for “remanufactured.” The clarification
would state that either remanufacturing must be the business’ primary duty or remanufacturing must bring the device back
to a like new condition. The Committee also reviewed a marking requirement which required additional labeling if
changes were made to the original device design or to the device’s metrological characteristics; the term “remanufacturer”
never appeared in this proposed requirement. One Committee member had concern about how such a general labeling
requirement would impact the repair industry in jurisdictions with no service industry regulations.

For the second time, the Committee considered withdrawing Item 310-1 because it is not fully developed and lacks the
most critical criteria for implementation. The Committee acknowledged that determining who is responsible for a device
is essential to assuring proper installation, maintenance, and operation of equipment. After lengthy deliberations, being
divided on several votes, and hearing comments to pursue this issue, the Committee gave the proposal informational
status. The Committee decided on this status with the understanding that the Board of Directors will convene a task force
to resolve the unanswered issues regarding the enforcement of this proposal.

The Committee recommends that the task force represent all parties the proposed requirements affect. The Committee
has struggled at length with the issue of determining the party responsible for a device. The Committee cautions the task
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force to take adequate time to objectively analyze and answer the pressing issues listed below before returning to the
NCWM. The Committee encourages the task force to consult with the NCWM’s legal counsel or other available legal
counsel to ensure that the guidelines jurisdictions use to enforce remanufacturer requirements are uniform, fair, and
follow due process. The Committee asks the task force for guidance in addressing the following issues:

Justification

° Why is the requirement necessary? If criteria that determine when a device must be reevaluated are in place,
how will a labeling requirement change anything?

Enforcement

hd When is a device remanufactured? The terms remanufactured, repaired, rebuilt, etc. (“r words™) are all
interrelated; therefore, should other words, such as repaired, rebuilt, refurbish, or similar terms be defined if only
remanufactured devices will be required to be labeled?

hd Will the requirement address the location of additional markings to ensure visibility and access?

° What is the minimum amount of remanufacturer information necessary (e.g., manufacturer’s state, phone
number, or date of work completed, etc.)?

® If new criteria to determine when to relabel are established, will single or multiple criteria be imposed on the
remanufacturer to meet additional labeling requirements? If multiple businesses have performed work on a
device, what is the labeling requirement?

° What action does an NTEP state need to take when encountering a remanufactured device to avoid any liability
for restriction of trade?

* What action should be taken when a jurisdiction encounters equipment which falls into the category of a
remanufactured device that does not have the additional label? Should the device be tested? Who should pursue
getting a device labeled (owner, official, or OEM)? Does the current proposal intend to hold only the device
owner responsible?

°0 Should an unlabeled remanufactured device which was inadvertently tested and approved by a jurisdiction be
removed from service?

NTEP

® What is the impact on NTEP if this proposal is not adopted?

°0 Does a remanufacturer need a new Certificate of Conformance (CC)? If so, at what point will the CC be
required? Must a remanufactured device be covered under a separate CC?

0 ‘When does NTEP end? Is it when the device is approved at the initial installation; when warranty expires; or,

does it apply from “cradle to grave?”
The NCWM Board of Directors agreed to the Committee’s recommendation to appoint a task force to examine the issues
of how to enforce the proposal and clarify the impact on the NTEP Program. The task force is scheduled to met July 29,
1999, at the NCWM Annual Meeting in Burlington, Vermont. The Committee encourages the task force to work to
resolve the enforcement and NTEP issues by the 2000 Interim Meeting.
310-2A V G-S.1. Identification; Serial Number
(This item was adopted.)

(Item 310-2 was separated into two parts 310-24 and 310-2B during the 1999 Interim Meeting to facilitate review of the
issues involved.)

Source: National Type Evaluation Technical Committee (NTETC) Weighing Sector
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Recommendation: Modify paragraph G-S.1. Identification as follows:

G-S.1. Identification. — All equipment, except weights and separate parts necessary to the
measurement process but not having any metrological effect, shall be clearly and
permanently marked for the purposes of identification with the following information:

(a) the name, initials, or trademark of the manufacturer or distributor;
(b) a model designation that positively identifies the pattern or design of the device;

(c) except for equipment with no moving or electronic component parts, a nonrepetitive serial
number; and
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1968]

(d) the serial number shall be prefaced by words, an abbreviation, or a symbol, that clearly
identifies the number as the required serial number and;
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1986]

(e) the serial number shall be prefaced by the words “Serial Number” or an abbreviation of that

term. _Abbreviations for the word “Serial” shall, as minimum, begin with the letter “S,” and
abbreviations for the word “Number” shall, as a minimum, begin with the letter “N” (e.g., S/N,
SN, Ser. No, and S No.).

[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2001]

The required information shall be so located that it is readily observable without the necessity
of the disassembly of a part requiring the use of any means separate from the device.
(Amended 1985 and 1991)

Discussion: At the 1999 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard discussion concerning whether or not NIST Handbook 44
is the appropriate document to list abbreviations/symbols which identify the serial number. Several manufacturers
commented that NCWM Publication 14 is the appropriate place to interpret the criteria necessary to comply with
G-S.1.(e) and that this was the original intent of the NTETC Sectors. A weights and measures representative pointed out
that field officials use Handbook 44 as a standard field reference manual and would, therefore, have direct access to this
marking information if it were in Handbook 44.

The Committee agreed that placing definitive text in Handbook 44 provides the field official with necessary information
to determine compliance with marking requirements. Manufacturers’ comments indicate that the original year 2000
enforcement date provides little preparation time. The Committee modified the proposal for clarity and extended the
enforcement date to January 1, 2001.

Industry commented that the proposal, as written, would subject manufacturers to increased cost. The Committee notes
that two terms, “Ser.” and “S.No,” which the Sector decided were acceptable, did not appear in the proposal. The
Committee believes the terminology must be specific and not easily interpreted to represent some other alphanumeric
designation; therefore, the Committee modified the proposal. When the term “Serial Number” is abbreviated, the
abbreviation for the word “Serial” must, as a minimum, include the letter “S,” and the abbreviation for the word
“Number” must, as a minimum, include the letter “N.” The use of the period is optional.

Background: Paragraph G-S.1. Identification in Handbook 44 requires that the serial number be prefaced by words, an
abbreviation, or symbol that identifies the number as the required serial number. In 1998, the NTETC Measuring and
Weighing Sectors discussed the need for establishing some acceptable terms that identify the serial number. This
marking criteria would provide uniform guidelines for the laboratories and field enforcement officials evaluating devices
and to the manufacturers designing equipment.

The Weighing Sector developed marking criteria for Digital Electronic Scales in the List of Acceptable
Abbreviations/Symbols in Publication 14. Although the list is not all-inclusive, it does identify routinely acceptable

abbreviations and symbols.

The Sectors noted that equipment is sometimes subject to marking requirements by multiple agencies. Sector members
expressed concern about the dilemma manufacturers face when agency requirements necessitate marking similar
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information on a device in multiple locations. Consequently, the Weighing Sector proposed that paragraph G-S.1. be
modified to clarify which terms are acceptable to identify serial numbers. Both Sectors believe that additional work must
be done to develop an all-inclusive list of abbreviations/symbols.

The Sectors heard discussion on similar definitive language which would identify the model number. The Measuring
Sector agreed that language to clarify a model number designation was acceptable; however, they did not propose
language. The Weighing Sector was unable to reach a consensus about the appropriate text to identify the model
numbers.

310-2B 1 G-S.1. Identification; Model Number

(This item was added to the Committee’s agenda as a result of discussions during the Interim Meeting.)
Source: Specifications and Tolerances Committee

Recommendation: Modify paragraph G-S.1. Identification as follows:

G-S.1. Identification. — All equipment, except weights and separate parts necessary to the
measurement process but not having any metrological effect, shall be clearly and
permanently marked for the purposes of identification with the following information:

(a) the name, initials, or trademark of the manufacturer or distributor;

(b) a model designation that positively identifies the pattern or design of the device; and is
prefaced by the term “model.”
[Nonretroactive January 1, 2001]

(c) except for equipment with no moving or electronic component parts, a nonrepetitive serial
number; and
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1968]

(d) the serial number shall be prefaced by words , an abbreviation , or a symbol, that clearly
identifies the number as the required serial number.
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1986]

The required information shall be so located that it is readily observable without the necessity
of the disassembly of a part requiring the use of any means separate from the device.
(Amended 1985 and 1991)

Discussion: At the 1999 Interim Meeting, during discussions about agenda item 310-2A, G-S.1. Identification; Serial
Number, the Committee recognized that model number identification was a separate, but equally important, issue. The
Committee heard comments about the confusion over information listed on the device identification plate or tag. Field
officials find identification plates marked with multiple numbers or a generic name and insufficient information to
determine the manufacturer’s name, and which information represents the serial and model numbers. The Committee
agreed that it is appropriate to modify paragraph G-S.1. to address the identification of model numbers.

Background: Background information on this item is in Item 310-2A.

Based on industry’s comments at the 1999 NCWM Annual Meeting, the Committee acknowledged other appropriate
terms used internationally denote “Model,” such as “type,” “pattern,” or “style.” These alternate terms are also used in
conjunction with the term “number.” The Committee still recognizes the difficulty encountered by weights and measures
field officials and NTEP laboratories searching for a uniform means to determine which numbers or terms correspond to a
specific device design. These numbers must also agree with information listed on the Certificate of Conformance. The
Committee felt that NTETC Sectors and NTEP Participating Laboratories needed additional time to review the alternative
terms and, therefore, made the item informational.
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3103 D G-S.5.6.2. Multiple Recorded Representation
(This item was added to the Committee’s agenda as a result of discussions of Item 354-3 during the Interim Meeting.)
Source: Specifications and Tolerance Committee

Discussion:  During the review of Item 354-3, S.1.9.X. Multiple Recorded Representations, the Committee
acknowledged that many devices, not just taximeters, are equipped with recording elements which are capable of printing
duplicate receipts and tickets. Members of the weights and measures community cited examples of fraudulent use of
duplicate receipts; these include issuing receipts with the largest delivered amount or weighment to multiple customers or
using receipts to falsify reimbursement claims. The Committee developed a corresponding paragraph to require all
devices equipped with recording elements to identify duplicate receipts. The Committee asked that the private and public
membership review the following proposal and provide feedback to the Committee.

G-S.5.6.2. Duplicate Receipts. - A recording element may produce a duplicate receipt for the

previous transaction provided the information printed is identical to the original with the exception
of time issued. The duplicate receipt must include the words “duplicate’ or “copy.”
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 200X]

The Committee believes that the ability to print duplicate receipts is not limited to taximeters and exists in a variety of
devices. To ensure that using duplicate receipts does not facilitate fraud, printers should indicate that the ticket is a
“duplicate.”

Because this proposal will affect all commercial devices equipped with a recording element, the Committee made this a
developmental item to provide ample time for comments. The Committee is interested in receiving comments and
information on the item and encourages the regional weights and measures association to study the proposal. The
Committee does not plan to act on this item at the 1999 NCWM Annual Meeting.

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, one retail motor-fuel dispenser manufacturer commented that Publication 14 addresses
the issue of duplicate receipts. The manufacturer noted that, if there is concern over fraudulent use of duplicate receipts
in the taximeter industry, then the Committee should address only the Taximeter Code Section of Handbook 44.

The Committee believes that it may be necessary to remove this proposal from the general code and address its concerns
in the specific code sections. The Committee also believes it may be appropriate to establish specific design requirements
as a basis for Publication 14 criteria for duplicate receipts. All newly proposed designed requirements would supplement
the existing Handbook 44 requirement in paragraph G-S.2. Facilitation of Fraud which prohibits features that facilitate
fraudulent practices.

The Committee is concerned about duplicate receipts generated by liquid measuring device ticket printers such as those
used in the latest vehicle tank metering system technology. The Committee believes it may not be appropriate to require
the same duplicate receipt requirements for tickets which are handwritten. There is also some question about the
capability of mechanical and nonintelligent printers to provide duplicate receipt information. The Committee asks for
input from regional associations about problems that officials encounter when systems have the capability to issue
duplicate receipts. The Committee anticipates taking action on this item after it receives feedback from the public and
private sectors about the appropriateness and impact of this requirement.

320 Scales Code

320-1 VC S.1.2.2. Verification Scale Interval, S.1.2.2.1. Class I and II, and S.1.2.2.2. Class
III and IIII and Table 3 Parameters for Accuracy Classes Footnote 1

(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)
Source: National Type Evaluation Technical Committee Weighing Sector

Recommendation: Add new paragraphs S.1.2.2. Verification Scale Interval; S.1.2.2.1. Class I and II; and S.1.2.2.2.
Class III and IIII, to read:
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S.1.2.2. Verification Scale Interval

S.1.2.2.1. Class I and II. If e # d, the verification scale interval “e” shall be

determined by the expression:

d<e<10d

If the displayed division (d) is less than the verification division (e) then the verification

division shall be less than or equal to 10 times the displayed division.

¢ =10 of the unit of measure, where k being a positive or negative whole number or zero.
This requirement does not apply to a Class I device withd <1 mg wheree=1mg. Ife=d,
the value of “d” shall be a decimal submultiple of “e”, and the ratio shall not be more than
10:1. If e # d, “d” shall be differentiated from “e” by size, color, etc. throughout the range

of weights displayed as “d”.

S.1.2.2.2. Class III and IIII. The value of “e” is specified by the manufacturer as marked on
the device; “e” must be less than or equal to “d.”

Modify Table 3, Parameters for Accuracy Classes, Footnote as follows:

'For Class I and II devices equipped with auxiliary reading means (i.e., a rider, a vernier, or a
least significant decimal differentiated by size, shape, or color), the value of the verification scale
division “e” is the value of the scale division immediately preceding the auxiliary means. Feor

9z

Discussion: A National Type Evaluation Program (NTEP) Participating Laboratory recently found difficulty in
distinguishing the scale division (d) and verification scale division (e) display values on a Class II scale under evaluation.
The value of “d” and “e” are addressed for Class III and IIII devices in Table 3 Parameters for Accuracy Class, Footnote
1; however, the table contains no reference to the relationship of “d” and “e” for a Class I or II scale. The value of “d”
and “e” must be determined to evaluate a scale's performance and establish tolerance values.

The Participating Laboratories noted that NIST Handbook 44 does not distinguish if “d” must be a multiple of 10e or how
to display these values when the multiple is other than 10. Some instances occur where it is difficult to ascertain whether
or not an indicated value was derived from “d” or “e.” For example, consider a Class II scale with a verification scale
division (e) value of 0.1 g and a scale division (d) value of 0.05 g. If the display indication is 0.1 g, then confusion may
arise about whether or not the display value is one e or two d. The above formula establishes the permissible limits for

the values of both “d” and “e” where:

d<e<10d and  e=10"

For this example d = 0.05 gand e =0.1 g.

Thus,d<e<10d,is 0.05g<0.1g<05¢g

The relationship of e =10% is also satisfied because 0.1 = 10"
The Weighing Sector reviewed this issue and proposed modifying Footnote 1 to reflect terminology from OIML R76 for
Nonautomatic Weighing Instruments. R76 requirements indicate that "e" is determined by the expression d <e < 10d.
R76 also determines the value of e by the equation e = 10%, with k being a positive or negative whole number, or zero.
The formula is consistent with OIML policy, which allows d # e for Class I and II devices.
The Committee added text to the proposal to clarify the formula. It also added an example to the discussion (shown
above) to fully explain the relationship between d and e for Class I and II scales and to ensure consistency in the
description of auxiliary indications. The Committee recommends including similar examples in Examination Procedure

Outlines (EPOs) and NCWM Publication 14. During the 1999 Annual Meeting, no unfavorable comments were received
on this item.
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3202 1 S.1.4.3.(a) Width; Scale Indicators
Source: National Type Evaluation Technical Committee Weighing Sector
Recommendation: Modify paragraph S.1.4.3.(a) to read:

S.1.4.3. Width. - The width of the index of an indicator in relation to the series of graduations
with which it is used shall be not greater than:

(a) the width of the widest narrowest graduation®,
(b) the width of the clear space between weight graduations, and
(c) three-fourths of the width of the clear space between money value graduations.

*[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2000]

When the index of an indicator extends along the entire length of a graduation, that portion of the
index of the indicator that may be brought into coincidence with the graduation shall be of the same
width throughout the length of the index that coincides with the graduation.

Discussion: NIST Handbook 44 Scales Code paragraph S.1.4.3. (a) requires that the width of an indicator index be no
greater than the width of the widest graduation. A similar Measurement Canada requirement requires that the width of
the index be no greater than the width of the narrowest graduation. It appears that the Measurement Canada requirement
may be more appropriate because it prohibits an indicator index that obscures any scale graduation. Consequently, the
Weighing Sector proposes that paragraph S.1.4.3. be modified to correct the discrepancy.

The Scale Manufacturers Association supported the proposal.

During the 1999 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard no unfavorable comments on this proposal; therefore, the
Committee recommended this item for a vote.

At the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee considered comments that the current paragraph S.1.4.3. is more appropriate
because a wider index design facilitates reading of the graduation. In contrast, when the index design is narrower than the
narrowest graduation, users need to read the indication to the nearest graduation. The Committee acknowledges that there
is some validity to this position; however, the uncertainties associated with reading indices which obscure graduations
also cause concern.

The Committee heard comments about large numbers of analog indicators still in use; however, the proposal would only
apply to new devices. Measurement Canada restated it believes the proposal is a more appropriate design requirement for
indicator indices than what Handbook 44 presently includes. Based on these discussions, the Committee changed the
item to informational status. The Committee believes that the proposed change is more appropriate and, unless it receives
more data to support the existing Handbook 44 language, the Committee will return the proposal to voting status at the
2000 Interim Meeting.

320-3 V Device Configuration for Normal Rounding or Weight Classifying Operations
(This item was adopted.)

Source: Carryover Item 320-9 (This item originated from the Northeastern Weights and Measures Association and first
appeared on the Committee’s agenda in 1998.)

Recommendation: Add a new paragraph S.1.8.3.1. to the Scales Code as follows:

S8.1.8.3.1. Scales which will function as either a normal round off scale or as a weight classifier shall
be provided with a sealable means for selecting the mode of operation and shall have a clear
indication (annunciator), adjacent to the weight display on both the operator’s and customer’s side
whenever the scale is operating as a weight classifier.

[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2001.]
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Discussion: During the 1998 NCWM Interim Meeting, the Committee considered several proposals to add a new
paragraph S.1.8.3.1. to Handbook 44. The National Type Evaluation Technical Committee Weighing Sector Technical
Advisors first developed the following language to address devices which function both in the normal round off and
weight classifier modes.

S.1.8.3.1. Computing scales which will function as either normal round off scales or as weight
classifiers shall have a clear indication (annunciator) of the mode, adjacent to the weight display
on both the operator's and customer's side whenever the scale is operating as a weight classifier.
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1999]

The Southern Weights and Measures Association reviewed the Sector’s technical advisors original proposal and
recommended additional text to clarify how the mode should function and to require an electronic means to seal this
selectable feature.

Then the Weighing Sector modified the technical advisors original proposal as follows.
S.1.8.3.1. Scales which will function as either normal round-off scale or as_weight-classifier shall

be provided with a sealable electronic means for determining the mode of operation.
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2000]

In 1998, the Committee heard from the Chairman of the Weighing Sector that the original proposal did not meet the full
intent of the Sector and that Sector members are concerned about the incorrect use of these devices. A requirement for
sealing the means to configure the operating mode was viewed as sufficient to prevent incorrect use of the device. Based
on these comments, the Committee gave the agenda item informational status so that the requirement could be more fully
developed.

During its Fall 1998 meeting, the Weighing Sector reaffirmed the need to address the issue of markings for a scale
capable of functioning in both the normal round-off and weight classifier mode. The Sector believes that any marking
requirement should be nonretroactive. Additionally, the feature which enables/disables the weight classifier should meet
the criteria for a sealable parameter. The Sector plans to modify Publication 14 to reflect this position. The National
Type Evaluation Program Participating Weighing Laboratories plan to develop a list of appropriate symbols to indicate
that a device is equipped with this feature.

The Western Weights and Measures Association (WMMA) reached a consensus that it is permissible for a device in
commercial use to be capable of operating in the normal rounding or weight classifier mode only when a physical seal
must be broken to change modes. WWMA believes that a weight classifier should be clearly and permanently marked to
eliminate any possible misuse in the marketplace.

The Northeastern Weights and Measures Association (NEWMA) reviewed the Sector’s technical advisors original
proposal. NEWMA believes that a physical seal must be broken to change a device from the normal rounding mode to
the weight classifier mode. Additionally, NEWMA felt that the same device must be marked with the wording “Weight
Classifier Mode” with an adjacent indicator light which activates when the device is in that mode.

The Central Weights and Measures Association believes that this requirement should uniformly apply to all digital
electronic scales.

Based on comments received from the regional weights and measures associations and comments made at the 1999
Interim Meeting, the Committee developed the proposal shown in the recommendation above. The Committee recognized
that the proposal it recommends is more restrictive. The Committee noted that devices which can be configured in both
the normal rounding and weight classifier applications must have some indication of the mode of operation. A
requirement for a clear indication of the mode ensures that weights and measures officials take appropriate compliance
action, discourages the use of either mode in an inappropriate application, and helps to make all parties involved in the
transaction aware that the feature is activated.

The Committee was currently concerned about the lack of markings on scales equipped with the normal rounding and
weight classifier modes at the distribution level. Additionally, the Committee felt that a sealable feature would prevent
the device from inadvertently being left in the incorrect mode. The Committee believes that both the annunciator and a
seal are necessary to ensure that the operator and customer are aware of the device’s mode of operation. One industry
association representative noted that requiring both an annunciator and seal will force manufacturers to create separate
models for each feature. The Committee agreed that the modes meet the philosophy for sealable features; however, either
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a physical or electronic seal is acceptable. Therefore, the Committee did not believe it necessary to specify in the
proposal the particular type of seal required to secure this feature. The Committee modified the January 1, 2000,
nonretroactive enforcement date to January 1, 2001, to provide more time for manufacturers to comply with the
requirement.

320-4 VC S.2.1.3. Scales Equipped with an Automatic Zero-Setting Mechanism
(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)

Source: Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA)

Recommendation: Add a new paragraph S.2.1.3.1. to the Scales Code as follows:

S8.2.1.3.1. Automatic Zero-Setting Mechanism on Class I1I L Devices shall be designed with a
sealable means to allow the automatic zero setting to be disabled during the inspection and test
of the device.

[Nonretroactive and enforceable as of January 1, 2001]

Discussion: The American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association (AREMA) Committee 34
recognizes that the automatic zero-setting mechanism (AZSM) enhances many weighing applications. However,
AREMA also believes the inability to inactivate AZSM hinders the process to verify when a device complies with
paragraph S.1.1.1. This paragraph requires a digital indication to maintain a balance or center of zero position to within
tolerance. AREMA believes that AZSM has a tendency to compensate for zero drift which may be caused by
malfunctioning load cells, or cable leakage, or other types of electronic instrument problems. These types of problems
affect the performance of a scale over time and are undetectable unless the AZSM is disabled.

The SWMA acknowledged that Handbook 44 does not require AZSM to be disabled during testing. The SWMA heard
comments that a requirement for a means to disable AZSM may not be appropriate in all scale applications, such as deli
scales. Therefore, SWMA recommended that this requirement be limited to vehicle, axle-load, and railway track scales as
follows:

S.2.1.3.1. Disabling of Automatic Zero Setting Mechanism. — Vehicle, railway track, and livestock
scales which are equipped with an automatic zero setting mechanism means shall be designed to
allow the automatic zero setting mechanism to be disabled.

[Nonretroactive as of January 1, XXXX]

The Committee considered the SWMA proposal; however, comments indicate this proposal is unclear.

The Committee reviewed an alternate proposal from the Scale Manufacturers Association (SMA) and agreed that the
SMA proposal best conveyed the requirement’s intent. The Committee editorially modified the proposal to reflect the
original intent of the AREMA and to include the SWMA’s recommendation to limit the feature to specific scale
applications. The Committee also added text to the SMA proposal to indicate that disabling AZSM is intended to occur
during the device test. The revised proposal is shown in the Committee’s recommendation.

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, one jurisdiction expressed concern that the proposal does list applications which are
exceptions to the requirement.

320-5 VC S.2.1.4. Monorail Scales, S.2.3.1. Monorail Scales Equipped with Digital
Indications, N.1.3.6.1. In-Motion Monorail Scales, T.N.3.8. In-Motion

Weighing, Monorail Scales, and UR.2.9. Provision for Testing In-Motion

Monorail Scales; Definitions for Dynamic Weighing System, and Static

Weighing System
(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)

Source: Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA)

S&T-13



Specifications and Tolerances Committee

Recommendation: Modify paragraphs S.2.1.4. Monorail Scales; S.2.3.1. Monorail Scales Equipped with Digital
Indications; N.1.3.6.1. In-Motion Monorail Scales; T.N.3.8. In-Motion Weighing, Monorail Scales; and UR.2.9.
Provision for Testing In-Motion Monorail Scales to read as follows:

Add new definitions for Dynamic Weighing System and Static Weighing System to Handbook 44 Appendix D as

follows:

S.2.1.4. Monorail Scales. - On a static monorail scale equipped with digital indications,
means shall be provided for setting the zero-load balance to within 0.02 percent of scale
capacity. On an—in-metien system dynamic monorail scale, means shall be provided to
automatically maintain these conditions.

S.2.3.1. Monorail Scales Equipped with Digital Indications. - On a static monorail scale
equipped with digital indications, means shall be provided for setting any tare value of less
than 5 percent of the scale capacity to within 0.02 percent of scale capacity. On an-in-metien
system dynamic _monorail scale, means shall be provided to automatically maintain this
condition.

N.1.3.6.1. In-Metien Dynamic Monorail Scales.- Dynamic Tests with Livestock Carcasses:
The dynamic test should be conducted to duplicate actual use conditions. No less than 20
carcasses of the type normally weighed should be used in the dynamic test; two additional
carcasses may be included in the test run for use in the event that one or two carcasses are
rendered unusable during the dynamic test. Prior to starting the dynamic test, the test
carcasses must be positioned far enough ahead of the scale so that their swaying motion
settles to duplicate the normal sway of a continuously running plant chain. If the plant
conveyor chain does not space or prevent the carcasses from touching one another, dynamic
tests should not be conducted until this condition has been corrected.

(Added 1996)

All carcasses shall be individually weighed statically

weights) on either the same scale being tested dynamically or another monorail scale with the
same or smaller divisions and in close proximity. The scale selected for weighing the
carcasses shall first be tested statically with test weights. If multiple dynamic tests are
conducted using the same carcasses, static weights should be obtained before and after the
multiple dynamic tests. If a carcass changes weight between static tests, the amount of the
weight change should be taken into account or the carcass should be disregarded for
tolerance purposes. It is preferable to use the gross weight of the carcass and trolley for the
dynamic test.

Note: For a dynamic monorail test, the reference scale shall comply with the principles in the
Fundamental Considerations paragraph 3.2 Tolerances for Standards.

T.N.3.8. In-Metien Dynamic Weighing, Monorail Scales. — On an-in-metion dynamic test of
20 or more individual test loads, 10 percent of the individual test loads may be in error, each
not to exceed two times the static tolerance applicable. The error on the total of the
individual test loads shall not exceed +0.2 percent.

(Added 1986) (Amended 1999)

UR.2.9. Provision for Testing In-Metion Dynamic Monorail Scales. - Provisions shall be made

at the time of installation of an- ion dynamic monorail scale for testing in accordance with
N.1.3.6.1. (a rail around or other means for returning the test carcasses to the scale being
tested).

[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1998]
(Added 1997)

Dynamic Monorail Weighing System, - A w system which employs hardware or
software to compensate for dynamic effects from the load or the system that do not exist in
a static weighing, in order to provide a stable indication. Dynamic factors may include
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shock or impact loading, system vibrations, oscillations, etc. and can occur even when the
load is not moving across the load receiving element. [2.20]

Static Monorail Weighing System. A weighing system in which the load being applied is
stationary during the weighing operation. [2.20

Discussion: CWMA believes that changing terminology from “in-motion” to “dynamic” better reflects the types of
weighing systems used in monorail applications. CWMA proposed terminology to clarify the differences between static
and dynamic installations for type evaluation and field enforcement purposes. These terms also correspond to proposed
new definitions for NIST Handbook 44.

Based on definitions contained in the Scale Manufacturers Association publication “Terms and Definitions for the
Weighing Industry,” CWMA proposed two new definitions to Handbook 44. CWMA noted that the devices to which
Handbook 44 refers to as "in-motion monorail" are actually dynamic devices. Loads sway in such a manner that the
weighing system does not come to rest. These systems compensate for the dynamic factors through the use of algorithms.
CWMA notes that, in contrast to a dynamic system, an in-motion weighing system is able to come to rest during the
weighment and function similar to a static scale.

CWMA agreed that there are modifications being made to monorails which were originally type evaluated as static scales.
According to the proposed definitions, scales modified in this way are more accurately described as dynamic systems.
CWMA believes the proposed definitions will provide clear guidelines about how to interpret NTEP criteria during a
device’s re-evaluation.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA) recommended further development of this issue and
expressed concern that this proposal may affect the requirements for devices other than monorail scales. The SWMA
believes that definitions are needed, but recommends that the definition of dynamic weighing systems be refined and
expanded to cover in-motion weighing systems rather than creating a separate definition for in-motion weighing systems.

During the 1999 Interim Meeting, the S&T Committee saw a packing plant operation video. The video illustrated the
effects of random influence factors (swaying, blood and tissue loss, mechanical switches, etc.) on the weighing process.
The Committee heard industry’s numerous comments about the importance of using the appropriate terminology to
describe the forces affecting the weighment of carcasses on beef plant monorail scales. Industry members expressed
additional concern about the inappropriate use of the term “in-motion” which applies more to railway track scale
applications. The term “dynamic monorail scale” distinguishes between dynamic and static monorail scales. The term
also better describes the weighment operation and, therefore, allows a correct assessment of which tolerances apply. The
Committee believes its modifications to the CWMA’s proposal help to avoid any conflict with in-motion railway track
scale and the requirements in Handbook 44. The Committee felt it should revisit this item when the NCWM implements
a plan to revise Handbook 44 or see if these requirements should be included in the Automatic Weighing System Code
when the code becomes permanent.

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee received a comment that there may be confusion about the appropriate
tolerances for the reference scale. Therefore, a new note section was added to paragraph N.1.3.6.1. to clarify the accuracy
requirement for the reference scale. The Committee also modified the definitions for “dynamic monorail weighing
system” and “static monorail weighing system” to clarify the type of system the requirements address. The Committee
believes that error weights and expanded resolution are also important tools to use to increase the confidence in the
reference scale indicated values.
320-6 VC Table S.6.3.b. Notes For Table S.6.3.a.; Temperature Limits

(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)
Source: National Type Evaluation Technical Committee Weighing Sector

Recommendation: Modify Table S.6.3.b. Notes For Table S.6.3.a., Note 5. to read as follows:

5. Required only on Class 111, III L, and II1I seales devices if the temperature range on the NTEP
CC is other narrower than and within —10 °Cto 40 °C (14 °F to 104 °F).
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1986]
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Discussion: The Weighing Sector identified a discrepancy between Handbook 44 and Publication 14 National Type
Evaluation Program Administrative Procedures, Technical Policy, Checklists, and Test Procedures in the requirement for
marking temperature ranges on scales. Handbook 44 requires that Class III, IIT L, and IIIT devices be marked with a
temperature range if the temperature limits are other than —10 °C to +40 °C. However, some sections of Publication 14
state that these devices must be marked with a temperature range if the temperature range is narrower than —10 °C to
+40 °C.

The Weighing Sector discussed instances where is it permissible to use a device if the device is marked with a specific
temperature range, or a range is listed on a CC. The Sector agreed that, if possible, the requirement should harmonize
with OIML. OIML R76 Clause 3.9.2.1. Prescribed Temperature Limits states “If no particular working temperature is
stated in the descriptive markings of an instrument, this instrument shall maintain its metrological properties within the
following temperature limits: =10 °C, +40 °C.”

The Committee agreed that although the modifications to Note 5 are less restrictive, they appear to more adequately
describe the temperature marking requirements and eliminate any conflict between Handbook 44 and Publication 14.

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, there were no unfavorable comments on this item.
320-7 VC Table S.6.3.b. Notes For Table S.6.3.a.; “S” or “M”

(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)
Source: National Type Evaluation Technical Committee Weighing Sector

Recommendation: Modify Note 7. of Table S.6.3.b. Notes For Table S.6.3.a., to read as follows:

7. Denotes compliance for single or iple load cell applications. It is acceptable to use
a load cell with the “S” or “Single” Cell designation in multiple load cell applications
as long as all other parameters meet applicable requirements. A load cell with the “M”

or “Multiple” Cell designation can be used only in multiple load cell applications.
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1988]

Add the following definitions to Handbook 44:

Single Cell Application Load Cell. — A load cell intended for use in a weighing system which

incorporates one or more load cells. A single cell application load cell is designated with the
letter “S” or the term “Single.” (See also Multiple Cell Application Load Cell

Multiple Cell Application Load Cell. — A load cell intended for use in a weighing system

which incorporates more than one load cell. A multiple cell application load cell is designated
with the letter “M” or the term “Multiple.” (See also Single Cell Application Load Cell

Discussion: Table S.6.3.a. Marking Requirements require load cells to be marked “S” or “M” to indicate compliance
with the criteria for single or multiple load cell applications, respectively. NTEP evaluates load cells used in single cell
applications to more stringent tolerances than those applied to cells intended for use in multiple cell applications. Based
on this policy, Certificates of Conformance issued for load cells which meet the performance requirements for single cell
applications state that the cells can be used in single or multiple cell applications without additional testing. Currently, no
language in Handbook 44 recognizes this policy.

CWMA and NEWMA reviewed a draft definition for a single load cell application in advance of the Sector’s changes
proposed to Footnote 7 recommended above. Both regions believe that this new language should be added to NIST
Handbook 44.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA) considered the draft definition for a single load cell
application and the recommendation to modify Table S.6.3.a. SWMA agreed that the proposed changes to Footnote 7

helps clarify the marking criteria.

Comments at the 1999 Interim Meeting indicated that a definition for both single cell and multiple cell applications
should be included in Handbook 44. Therefore, the Committee developed two new definitions to describe single and
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multiple cell applications and further modified the Sector’s proposal to change Note 7 to recognize all possible
designations for “multiple cell” and “single cell” applications.

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, there were no unfavorable comments on this item.

320-8 V Table S.6.3.a. Marking Requirements and Table S.6.3.b. Notes For Table
S.6.3.a.; Nominal Capacity, Concentrated Load Capacity, and Section
Capacity

(This item was adopted.)
Source: National Type Evaluation Technical Committee Weighing Sector

Recommendation: Add a new footnote to Table S.6.3.b. Notes For Table S.6.3.a. as follows:

20. Combination _vehicle/railway track scales must be marked with both the nominal
capacity and CLC for vehicle weighing and the nominal capacity and section capacity
for railway weighing. All other requirements relating to these markings will apply.
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2000.]

Modify the entries for “Concentrated Load Capacity: and “Section Capacity” in Table S.6.3.a. Marking Requirements as
follows to reflect the addition of the proposed footnote:

Table S.6.3.a. Marking Requirements

‘Weighing ‘Weighing, Indicating Weighing and | Load cell Other
Equipment load- element not load- with CC equip-
receiving, permanently receiving (680 ment or
and attached to element not device
To Be indicating weighing and | permanently (10)
Marked With element in load- attached to
same receiving indicating
housing 1 ¢ 1 t
Concentrated Load Capacity X x(9)
(CLC) (12) 20)
Section Capacity(14) (20) X X

For applicable notes, see Table S.6.3.b. (Added 1990) (Amended 1992)

Modify paragraph S.6.1. Nominal Capacity; Vehicle, Axle-Load, and Livestock Scales. as follows:
S.6.1. Nominal Capacity; Vehicle, Axle-Load, and Livestock Scales. - For all vehicle, axle-
load, and livestock scales, the marked nominal capacity shall not exceed the concentrated load
capacity (CLC) times the quantity of the number of sections in the scale minus 0.5. As a
formula, this is stated as:

nominal capacity < CLC x (N - 0.5)

where N = the number of sections in the scale.
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(See N.1.3.4. and T.N.3.1.)
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1989.]

Note: When the device is used in a combination railway track and vehicle weighing application,
the above formula shall apply only to the vehicle scale application.
(Added 1988)

Discussion: The Weighing Sector discussed scales such as those which are used in combination vehicle/railway track
applications, and how these devices must meet Handbook 44 Concentrated Load Capacity (CLC) and section capacity
requirements. The vehicle/railway track combination scales must satisfy paragraph S.6.1. Nominal Capacity; Vehicle,
Axle-load, and Livestock Scales; however, the railway track nominal capacity may be so large that the device is unable to
meet the CLC rating in the formula. For example consider a combination vehicle/railway weighing application with four
sections and rated by the manufacturer as follows:

Vehicle Scale Capacity: 120 000 Ib x 20 1b Railway Track Scale Capacity: 400 000 1b x 50 Ib
CLC 80000 Ib Section Capacity 360 000 Ib

For this example, railway track application does not satisfy the formula:
nominal capacity < CLC x (N - 0.5) because 400 000 1b > 80 000 1b x (4 —0.5)

Based on these discussions, the Sector recommended: 1) requiring two separate nominal capacity markings; 2) requiring
the device to be marked with both CLC and section capacity; and 3) specifying that the formula in paragraph S.6.1. is
applicable only to the vehicle scale applications.

The Committee added additional text to paragraph S.6.1. to clarify that the nominal capacity formula applies only to
vehicle scale applications when devices are used in combination railway track/vehicle scale applications. The Committee
heard no unfavorable comments on the original proposal; therefore, the Committee recommended that modifications also
be made to Table S.6.3.a.

3209 V N.1.3.6.1. In-Motion Monorail Scales
(This item was adopted.)
Source: Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA)
Recommendation: Amend paragraph N.1.3.6.1. In-Motion Monorail Scales as follows:

N.1.3.6.1. In-Motion Monorail Scales. - Dynamic tests with livestock carcasses: The dynamic
test should be conducted to duplicate actual use conditions. No less than 20 test loads using
carcasses or portions of carcasses of the type normally weighed should be used in the
dynamic test; two additional eareasses test loads may be included in the test run for use in the
event that one or two eareasses test loads are rendered unusable during the dynamic test.
Prior to starting the dynamic test, the test carcasses must be positioned far enough ahead of
the scale so that their swaying motion settles to duplicate the normal sway of a continuously
running plant chain. If the plant conveyer chain does not space or prevent the carcasses from
touching one another, dynamic tests should not be conducted until this condition has been
corrected.

All carcasses shall be individually weighed statically (after an accurate static test with test
weights) on either the same scale being tested dynamically or another monorail scale with the
same or smaller divisions and in close proximity. If the scale being tested is used for weighing
freshly slaughtered animals, (often referred to as a “hot scale,”), care must be taken to get a
static weighment as quickly as possible before or following the dynamic weighment to avoid
loss due to shrink. If multiple dynamic tests are conducted using the same carcasses, static
weights should be obtained before and after multiple dynamic tests. If the carcass changes

weight between static tests, the amount of weight change should be taken into account, or the

carcass should be disregarded for tolerance purposes. H-is-preferable-to-use-thegross-weight

(Added 1996)
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Discussion: The CWMA believes the proposed changes will correct numerous concerns about the application of
paragraph. N.1.3.6.1. The first concern relates to the use of the term “carcass,” which industry normally uses to refer to
the whole animal. The proposal clarifies the original intent of the procedure, which is to achieve 20 weighments rather
than weighing 20 carcasses. In a beef plant, if Handbook 44 terminology is applied, then 20 carcasses would typically
involve 40 weighments because each “carcass” includes two sides of beef. The second concern is that these dynamic
scales are being installed as “hot” scales, which means that they are being used to weigh freshly slaughtered, still dripping
carcasses. The proposal would eliminate some of the uncertainty introduced through shrinkage because it encourages a
rapid method of obtaining the static weighment. The third concern is that the weight of the trolley in beef plants is
preprogrammed as tare, using an average tare weight. This practice makes it impossible to use gross weight under normal
operating conditions; therefore, it is preferable to use the static scale in a net mode in which the same tare as for the
dynamic scale is deducted.

CWMA believes the proposed modifications to paragraph N.1.3.6.1. more accurately describe the required testing for
dynamic monorails in packing plants under normal operating conditions when carcasses are used for test loads.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association recommended further developing this issue and expresses concern that
this proposal may affect the requirements for devices other than monorail scales.

During the 1999 Interim Meeting, the U.S. Department of Agriculture Grain Inspection Packers and Stockyard
Administration (GIPSA) and several manufacturers supported for the proposal. The Committee agreed that the proposed
modifications to paragraph N.1.3.6.1. align Handbook 44 terminology with industry’s terminology and lessens the
confusion about the test procedure.

320-10 w N.2.1. Verification Interval
(This item was withdrawn.)

Source: Carryover Item 320-6 (This item originated from the Southern Weights and Measures Association and first
appeared on the Committee’s agenda in 1998.)

Discussion: The Committee considered a proposal to add the following new paragraph N.2.1. Verification Interval to the
Scales Code. The proposal was intended to provide guidelines on the appropriate frequency to verify test standards.

N.2.1. Verification Interval. - Where approved test weights remain in one location, are only moved
during testing of the scale, and are protected from physical abuse or exposure to corrosive elements, the
calibration interval could be extended beyond the normal one- year or two-year period. The time period
for resealing or recertification of these weights may, at the discretion of the official with statutory
authority, be extended for a period not to exceed ten (10) years. However, should the test weights be
removed from the location for any reason, except when authorized by the official with statutory
authority, all test weights shall be recertified prior to placing them in service.

During the Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA) 1997 Annual Meeting, the SWMA noted that the
NCWM has not formally addressed calibration intervals for field standards. Traditionally, the state metrology laboratory
is the authority that establishes the cycle for recalibration of field standards. Several weights and measures jurisdictions
have incorporated requirements for the frequency of recalibration of field standards as part of their laws and regulations.
The SWMA notes that most jurisdictions have established a one-year calibration interval for Class F field standards. The
interval may vary because some are based on historical analysis of data on the "as found" condition of the standards.

Based on comments heard during the 1998 Interim and Annual Meetings, the Committee recommended several
modifications to the SWMA's proposal for a new paragraph N.2.1. Verification Interval as outlined in the
recommendation above. The modifications clarify the maximum permissible calibration interval, the test weight location,
and the responsibilities of the official with statutory authority.

The Committee acknowledged that the proposal was prompted by the need to address the extensive, burdensome, and
often unwarranted procedures required to verify hopper scale standards. The Scale Manufacturers Association (SMA)
indicated that it could support this requirement only if the requirement applies solely to hopper scale standards. The
Committee expressed concern that NIST Handbook 44 does not contain verification intervals for other standards and that
the proposal may later conflict with requirements that the Metrology Subcommittee is developing. Consequently, the
Committee decided to maintain the item as an information item to allow time for additional development of the issue. In

S&T-19



Specifications and Tolerances Committee

the meantime, the Committee believes the metrologist or official with authority in each jurisdiction should determine the
required verification intervals.

At its 1998 meeting, the Western Weights and Measures Association (WWMA) recommended that the item maintain its
informational status until the Metrology Subcommittee completes its work. The WWMA believes this issue might be
better addressed in Handbook 145, Handbook for the Quality Assurance of Metrological Measurements. The WWMA
recommended the language in the proposal be modified to state that the calibration interval “may be extended beyond the
normal one-year or two-year period” instead of “could be extended.”

At its 1998 Annual Meeting, the Northeastern Weights and Measures Association (NEWMA) indicated that requirements
for certification intervals are better addressed in NIST Handbook 130, Uniform Weights and Measures Law, 3. Physical
Standards. NEWMA understands that the Metrology Subcommittee is updating the Handbook 105 Series to address the
issue of certification intervals. NEWMA believes the NCWM should consider the language developed by the Metrology
Subcommittee.

During its 1998 Annual Meeting, SWMA also recognized the Metrology Subcommittee’s work to develop a 105 Series
Handbook which addresses calibration intervals for field standards. The SWMA believes that Handbook 105 is a more
appropriate document to provide guidance on calibration intervals.

The Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA) also believes NIST Handbook 105 is the place to address this
issue. CWMA believes the proposal provides no greater authority to weights and measures officials than already exists.
Therefore, CWMA recommended this proposal be withdrawn from the NCWM S&T agenda.

The Committee considered recommendations to include a reference to the 105 Series in the Fundamental Considerations,
because the Committee is concerned that Handbook 44 does not refer to the 105 Series.

The Metrology Subcommittee gave the Committee a draft NIST Handbook 105-8, Specifications and Tolerances for
Reference Standards and Field Standard Weights and Measures Recommended Calibration Intervals, to review. The
Committee encouraged the Metrology Subcommittee to complete Handbook 105-8 and will provide comments to the
Subcommittee on that draft. The Metrology Subcommittee plans to determine guidelines based on analytical and other
data gathered this year. The Committee believes that Handbook 105-8 is a more appropriate document than Handbook 44
in which to place the verification intervals for test standards. Consequently, the Committee decided to withdraw this item
from its agenda.

Additional background information on this issue can be found in the Committee’s 1998 final report.
320-11 VC T.N.3.8. In-Motion Weighing, Monorail Scales
(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)
Source: Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA)
Recommendation: Modify paragraph T.N.3.8 In-Motion Weighing Monorail Scales as follows:

T.N.3.8. In-Motion Weighing, Monorail Scales - Acceptance tolerance shall be the same as
the maintenance tolerance shown in Table 6. On an in-motion test of 20 or more individual
test loads, 10 percent of the individual test loads may be in error, each not to exceed two times
the statie tolerance applicable. The error on the total of the individual test loads shall not

exceed +0.2 percent. (Note: See also Note in N.1.3.6.1.)
(Added 1986)

Discussion: Nebraska Weights and Measures provided data to the CWMA to demonstrate the differences between in-
motion monorail scale performance when known test weights were used under controlled conditions and scale
performance when carcasses were used under actual use conditions. When the test loads were fresh carcasses, CWMA
has found that even devices just placed into service and operating under ideal test conditions cannot attain acceptance
tolerance. CWMA believes that devices held to existing Handbook 44 tolerances are set more frequently to zero error.
CWMA believes these same devices are capable of meeting the proposed tolerances without a need for a constant change
to zero which ultimately affects the device tolerances.
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CWMA believes that officials need the ability to test in-motion scales in actual use conditions; this can only be done
using carcasses. Although devices can meet acceptance tolerances when known weights are used, the devices are unable
to meet tolerances when carcasses are used. CWMA believes the proposed tolerances allow inspectors to test a device
during actual production and apply reasonable and attainable tolerances. The proposal eliminates the need to conduct
inspections after normal business hours, between shifts, or during short breaks under inappropriate conditions.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association recommended developing this issue further and expresses concern that
this proposal may affect the requirements for devices other than monorail scales.

At the 1999 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard comments to modify the text to more accurately reflect the affects of
specific forces on the weighing operation. The Committee acknowledges SWMA'’s concerns about similar changes to the
tolerances for other devices; however, the Committee believes that dynamic monorail scales operate in a unique
environment. The Committee believes that maintenance tolerance is appropriate for processing plant monorail scales
because of the uncertainties that affect the accuracy of the weighments with freshly slaughtered carcasses.

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, a note was added to paragraph T.N.3.8. to refer to the Note in paragraph N.1.3.6.1.
(Item 320-5) to clarify the required accuracy for the reference scale.

320-12 VvVC UR.1.3. Value of Indicated and Recorded Scale Division, UR. 3.10. Dynamic Monorail
Scales, S.1.2.2. Verification Scale Interval, and S.1.2.2.2. Class III and III1

(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)
Source: Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA)
Recommendation: Modify paragraph UR.1.3. Value of Indicated and Recorded Scale Division to read as follows:
UR.1.3. Value of the Indicated and Recorded Scale Division. —Exeept-for-Class{-sealess—+t The
value of the division as recorded shall be the same as the division value indicated.

UR.1.3.1. Exceptions. — The provisions of UR.1.3. Value of the Indicated and Recorded Scale
Division shall not apply to:

(a) Class I scales, or
(b) Dynamic monorail scales when the value of d is less than the value of e.

[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1986]
(Added 1985)

Add a new paragraph UR.3.10. to read as follows:

UR.3.10. Dynamic Monorail Scales. — When the value of d is different from the value of e, the

commercial transaction must be based on e.

Add new paragraphs S.1.2.2.1. and S.1.2.2.2. to read as follows:

S.1.2.2.1 Class I and II Scales and Dynamic Monorail Scales. If e # d, the verification
scale interval “e” shall be determined by the expression:

d<e<10d

If the displayed division (d) is less than the verification division (e) then the verification

division shall be less than or equal to 10 times the displayed division.

¢ = 10" of the unit of measure, where k being a positive or negative whole number or zero.
This requirement does not apply to a Class I device with d <1 mg wheree=1mg. Ife=d,
the value of “d” shall be a decimal submultiple of “e”, and the ratio shall not be more than
10:1. Ife=#d., and both “e” and “d” are continuously displayed during normal operation
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then “d” shall be differentiated from “e” by size, color, etc. throughout the range of weights
displayed as “d”.

S.1.2.2.2. Class III and IIII. The value of “e” is specified by the manufacturer as marked on
the device. Except for dynamic monorail scales, “e” must be less than or equal to “d.”

Discussion: Initially, the Committee reviewed the proposal below to modify paragraph UR.1.3. Based on comments
from weights and measures officials and manufacturers during the open session, the Committee believes that once the
Automatic Weighing Systems (AWS) Code reaches full status, it may be appropriate to revisit this issue to examine
monorail scale requirements as part of the AWS Code.

UR.1.3. Value of Indicated and Recorded Scale Division. - £Exeeptfor-Class{-seales, For scales
used in direct sale applications, the value of the division, as recorded, shall be the same as the
division value indicated. [Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1986.]

The CWMA recommended modifying paragraph UR.1.3. to allow for expanded resolution on devices not used in direct
scale applications. CWMA felt that expanded resolution provides scale users with a tool to improve internal control of
their processes. CWMA believed there is no need to be concerned about customer confusion because the customer is not
present to observe the difference between the expanded resolution display and the printed value for the weighing system.
CWMA also believed that expanded resolution can enhance official device testing where error weights are difficult to use
due to the influence factors at the test site.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association questions if it is possible to prevent the routine use of extra digits on
devices that are permitted to display additional digits for testing purposes.

The Committee noted that NIST Handbook 44 does not prohibit expanded resolution during the device test. The
Committee recognized that Handbook 44 presently requires a security seal or audit trail to prevent unauthorized use of
expanded resolution between official inspections.

The Committee felt weights and measures officials may be confused about which value on the display represents “e”
during an inspection since the original proposal did not make this distinction. This may result in failure of a device to
comply because too stringent tolerances were applied during the test. To address this concern, the Committee proposed
new paragraphs S.1.2.2.1. and S.1.2.2.2. which require that the values of “e” and “d” are distinguishable when ¢ # d.
Proposed paragraphs S.1.2.2.1. and S.1.2.2.2. are similar to text proposed in Item 320-1. However, paragraph S.1.2.2.2.,
as noted above, provides a needed exception to the required value for “e” in relationship to “d” by permitting dynamic
monorail scales to have an “e” value which is greater than or equal to “d.” The Committee had additional concerns
because, based on current Handbook 44 interpretation, the expanded resolution mode is a sealable feature. However, it
appears that devices may now toggle between the expanded resolution mode and “normal” mode; therefore, they will be
used in the expanded resolution mode. The modified proposal would ensure the appropriate value for “e” and “d” for
such devices is apparent.

The Committee acknowledges that the current design of some monorail scale installations makes them unable to input
transaction information when they are placed in the expanded resolution mode. The Committee believes it is acceptable
to use the expanded resolution feature for internal inventory and test purposes; however, this mode should not interfere
with the mathematical agreement between indications for sales transactions. Currently, when the display value is set for
expanded resolution, the printed receipt shows a lower resolution. The Committee believes that technology to allow
agreement of indications may be available to satisfy industry’s need to have normal and expanded resolution indications
during regular business operation. During the 1999 Annual Meeting, there were no unfavorable comments on this item.

320-13 VC Table UR.3.2.1. Span Maximum Load
(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)
Source: Southern Weights and Measures Association
Recommendation: Amend Table UR.3.2.1. Span Maximum Load as follows to: (1) expand the reference values of the

CLC to Maximum Load (“r” factor) for vehicles with greater than 4 axles and distances between two or more consecutive
axles up to 20 feet; and (2) revise some existing values to reflect consistently rounded numbers.
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Table UR.3.2.1.
Span Maximum Load
Distance in feet between | Ratio of CLC to il load (“r” factor) carried on any group of 2 or more ive axles
the extremes of any
group of 2 or more | 2axles 3 axles 4 axles 5 axles 6 axles 7 axles 8 axles 9 axles
consecutive axles
! 1.000
st 1.000 INSTRUCTIONS:
6' 1.000 1. Determine the scale’s CLC
7' 1.000 2. Count the number of axles on the vehicle in a
8 and less’ 1.000 1.000 given span and determine the distance in feet
Morc than 8" 1118 1.235 between the first and last axle in the span.
9 1147 12507 3. Multiply the CLC by the corresponding
10 1176 1270 multiplier in the scale.*
1 1206 1.294 301 4. The resulting number is the scale’s
concentrated load for a single span based on the
vehicle configuration.
*See note and formula below.

12 1.235 1.324 1471 1.632
13 1.265 1.33846 1.48590 1.651
14 2.294 1.368 1.5150 1.669
15 1.324 1.382 90 1.529 1.688 1.853
16 1.353 1.412 1.5449 1.706 1.871
17 1.382 1.42634 1.57469 1.7214 1.888
18 1.412 1.456 1.588 1.7435 1.906
19 1441 1.4718 1.6038 1.7651 1.924
20 1471 1.500 1.6327 1779 1.941
21 1.500 1.51522 1.647 17948 1.9569
22 1.529 1.544 1.6627 1.80916 1.9576
23 1.59 1.55966 1.69186 1.8385 2:0001.994
24 1.588 1.588 1.706 1.853 2.0152 2.176
25 1618 1.6103 1.7245 1.86871 2.029 2.1934
26 1.632 1.7450 1.88290 2.0447 2.20611
27 1.6547 1.765 1.91208 2.056 95 2.2218
28 1.676 1.77984 1.9276 2.0882 2.2450 2.412
29 1.6919 1.8094 1.9415 2.1030 22652 2.4269
30 1.721 1.824 1.9 563 2.118 2.279 2.4415
31 1.7435 1.8438 1.9852 2.1325 2.2947 2.4562
32 1.765 1.8683 2.000 2.14753 2.30914 2.48579 2.647
33 1.882 2.0158 2.1761 232431 2.500496 2.6624
34 1.897902 2.02937 2.19188 235348 2.5153 2.67680
35 1.9262 2.0595 2.206 23685 2.529 2.6917
36 1.9412.000° 2.074 2.2214 2.382 2.5446 2.70613
37 1:9562.000* 2.08892 2.23541 2.397400 2.55963 2.7350
38 1:9857 2.000 2.10310 2.2659 2.4127 2.57480 2.75046
39 2.000 2.13229 2.2796 2.42734 2.603597 2.7653
40 2.04520 2.147 2.294 2.4561 2.6183 2.779
41 2.04439 2.1625 2.30912 2.47168 2.6320 2.7946
42 2.059 2.17684 2.3249 2.485 2.647 2.80913
43 2.0748 2.2062 2.35347 2.5002 2.6624 2.8249
44 2.40983 2221 2.3685 2.54520 2.67681 2.83846
45 2.118 2.2359 2.382 2.52937 2.6917 2.8682
46 2.1327 2.2507 2.397400 2.5594 2.72114 2.88279
47 2.16257 2.2796 2.4128 2.5741 2.7351 2.8975
48 2.176 2.294 2.44135 2.588 2.75048 2912
49 2.1916 2.30913 2.4563 2.6035 2.765 2.9268
50 2.2216 2.32431 2471 2.61823 2.77982 2.9415
51 2.235 2.35349 2.4858 2.63240 2.7948 2.9561
52 2.2505 2.368 2.5006 2.66257 2.80915 2.9718
53 2.2795 2.3826 2.5294 2.6764 2.8382 3.0002.994
54 2.294 2.397404 2.5441 2.691 2.85349 3.0151
55 2.30914 2.4263 2.559 2.7068 2.8686 3.0298
56 2.3383 2441 2.5746 2.7245 2.882 3.044
57 2.353° 2.4560 2.588%4 2.73542 2.8979 3.05961
58 2.4718 2.6182 2.7650 2.9126 3.0747
59 2.500496 2.6329 2.7797 2.92633 3.08894
60 2.515 2.647 2.794 2.9560 3.1103

*Note: This table was developed based upon the following formula. Values may be rounded in some cases for ease of use.

W=rx SOOKﬂJJr 12N+36}
N-1
1 Tandem Axle Weight

2 Exception — These values in the third column correspond to the maximum loads in which the inner bridge dimensions of 36, 37, and 38 feet are
considered to be equivalent to 39 feet. This allows a weight of 68 000 1b on axles 2 through 5.
3 Corresponds to the Interstate Gross Weight Limit.
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Discussion: In 1996, Table UR.3.2.1. was added to NIST Handbook 44 to provide a reference table of values and a
formula for calculating the maximum load of a vehicle scale which did not exceed the maximum load capacity of the
scale’s span. The Southern Weights and Measures Association recommended that the range of scale sizes in Table
UR.3.2.1. be expanded to better reflect devices in use today. The proposal also includes modifications to existing values
in Table UR.3.2.1. to reflect consistently rounded values.

The Scale Manufacturers Association supported the proposal.
The Committee agreed to modify Table UR.3.2.1 to cover additional vehicle applications and to correct inconsistencies in
rounding. The Committee recommended adding new values, as outlined in the above table, for the permissible ratio of
CLC to maximum load carried by vehicles with two consecutive axles when the distances between axles are between 11
and 25 feet.
During the 1999 Annual Meeting, there were no unfavorable comments on this item.
320-14 VC Appendix D, Definition of Vi,

(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)

Source: National Type Evaluation Technical Committee Weighing Sector

Recommendation: Modify the definition of Vi, to read as follows:

Vmin (minimum load cell verification interval). The smallest load cell verification interval,
expressed_in_units of mass*, into which the load cell measuring range can be divided. [2.20,
2.21, 2.24*

*[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2001]
(Added 1996)

Add a new footnote to Table S.6.3.b. Notes For Table S.6.3.a. as follows:

21. The value of the load cell verification interval (v,,,) must be stated in mass units. In
addition to this information a device may be marked with supplemental representations of

Vonine,

[Nonretroactive January 1, 2000/

Modify the entry for Load Cell Verification Interval in Table S.6.3.a. Marking Requirements to reflect the addition of the
proposed footnote above as follows:
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Table S.6.3.a.

Marking Requirements

Weighing | Weighing, Indicating Weighing and | Load cell Other
Equipment load- element not load- with CC equip-
receiving, permanently receiving 11 ment or
and attached to element not device
To Be indicating weighing and | permanently (10)
Marked With element in load- attached to
same receiving indicating
housing 1 ¢ 1 t
Load Cell Verification X
Interval (Vimin) 21)

For applicable notes, see Table S.6.3.b.
(Added 1990) (Amended 1992 and 1999)

Discussion: During the Weighing Sector’s October 1998 meeting, comments indicated that many weights and measures
officials and device manufacturers misunderstood the concept of Vpin values. When Vpin values are expressed as a
percentage of the load cell capacity there is not enough information to determine how the value is derived when there are
multiple capacities in the load cell family.

In 1997, the Sector discussed the similarities between U.S. and OIML marking requirements for load cells and the need to
harmonize policy. The Sector understands that OIML mandates that load cell requirements be marked in units of mass.
OIML also permits optional marking of values such as the “y” (y = maximum capacity/minimum load cell verification
interval) and “z” (z = maximum capacity/(2 x minimum dead load output return) which are relevant for multi-interval
scales.

The Sector agreed that the NIST Handbook 44 requirement for marking a device with v, must be clarified to require
that vy, be expressed as a unit of mass; however, this would be a nonretroactive requirement and would not preclude
manufacturers from including supplemental markings.

The Committee agreed that Tables S.6.3.a. and S.6.3.b. needed changing to clarify the nonretroactive status of the
proposed definition; therefore, it added new footnote 21 to Table S.6.3.a. and the a reference to Table S.6.3.b. The
Committee also agreed that the acceptable unit of measurement should be listed in the definition of vy, and that this is not
meant to prohibit supplemental units of measurement.

The Committee agreed with recommendations to include the following additional text in its report to further explain how
to determine vy, values. The text was editorially added by the technical advisor with the Committee’s approval. The
Committee believes that load cell manufacturers need additional time to meet the January 1, 2000, non-retroactive date;
therefore, it has changed that date to January 1, 2001.

A load cell design is evaluated to establish its appropriateness for use in weighing systems under specific environmental
conditions and applications. Each manufacturer determines the load cell’s classification parameters for (1) mass-
measuring range, (2) single-cell or multiple-cell application, (3) n ., (4) accuracy class, (5) Vi, (6) loading direction,
and (7) temperature limits. Load cell classification parameters along with other characteristics specified by the
manufacturer affect compliance with performance requirements.

The vy, is the smallest interval (expressed in mass) into which the load cell measuring range can be divided when testing
the load cell. The measuring range represents the total mass value that falls between the minimum and maximum
quantities applied to a load cell during use or test. Quantity values applied to load cells at any point within the measuring
range must not exceed the maximum allowable load cell error allowed. Load cell errors are derived from scale
tolerances; however, the tolerances are adjusted to account for metrological effects on the load cell output.
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Load cells may be tested separately for compliance with influence factors and accuracy requirements as specified by the
manufacturer for the load cell used in the system. In weighing systems, a mathematical relationship must be met between
the load cell vy, and the scale division. The relationship of the v,;, value to the scale division, d, for a specific scale
installation is described in the formula below:

d
Vmin < W
(Also see Handbook 44 Scales Code Section paragraph S.5.4.(a) Relationship of Load Cell Verification Interval Value to
the Scale Division)

The table below illustrates how to use the formula to calculate the maximum permissible v, values for load cells used in
various electronic weighing system installations (scales without lever systems).

Number of Load Cells in the Scale (N)
Scale
Division 2 3 4 6 8 10 12
(d)
20 1b 14.141b 11.551b 10.00 Ib 8.16 b 7.071b 6.321b 5.771b
501b 35.361b 28.87 Ib 25.00 Ib 2041 1b 17.68 b 15.811b 14.43 1b
Maximum vy, Values for Weighing System Application

Consider, for example, a scale with a 20 Ib division, using eight load cells. Using the table above, the load cells used in
the application have a v,,;, which is less than the maximum value of 7.07 Ib specified in the table.

320-15 W Stored Vehicle Tare Weights
(This item was withdrawn.)

Source: Carryover Item 320-10 (This item originated from the Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA)
and first appeared on the Committee’s 1998 agenda.)

Discussion: The Committee considered a proposal to develop requirements in NIST Handbook 44 for frequency of
verification intervals, tolerances, procedures (Examination Procedure Outlines), and guidelines for weighing systems
which use stored tare weights. The SWMA believed the proposal had merit and at its 1997 meeting recommended that the
item be given informational status. The SWMA asked that other regions with feedback on this issue forward that
information to Maryland Weights and Measures. Maryland did a preliminary study on the accuracy of stored tare weights.
The study was sent to 23 States with 11 responding. Based upon the data collected, Maryland recommended the
following examination procedure outline for verifying the proper use of stored tare weights:

-The scale should have been approved by the weights and measures authority within the last six
months.

-Weigh ten vehicles individually.
-Compare vehicle weights to stored tare weights for agreement to plus or minus 600 Ib.
-If two or more vehicles exceed the tolerance, reject the scales and conduct a follow-up inspection.

-If one or more vehicles exceed the stored tare weight by 1800 b (3 times the tolerance), reject the
scales and conduct a follow-up inspection.

-Require each location to reweigh vehicles, if conditions warrant, for compliance.

Maryland reported the following results from the preliminary survey:
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Location | Locations | Weights Range of Errors Vehicle Weight Load | Scale Tolerance Range
Visited Verified (Ib) Ranges (Ib) (Ib)
(based on vehicle load)
A 26 -180 to +570 21 000 to 33 000 60 to 80
B 183 -740 to +400 20 000 to 30 000 40 to 80
C 48 -1300 to +660 6700 to 31 900 20 to 80
D 140 -8900 to +2340 3000 to 46 000
E 8 -340 to +300 20 200 to 35 800 40 to 80
F 39 -1020 to +680 9000 to 38 000 20 to 80
G 44 -4920 to +540 28 000 to 34 000 60 to 80
H 113 -4680 to +1060 6000 to 35 000 20 to 80
I 36 -320 to +260 23000 37 000
57 -660 to +2680 9300 to 43 700 20 to 100
K 84 -480 to +1200 12 000 to 42 300 40 to 100

Maryland determined that the range of errors found during the survey was -8900 Ib to +2680 1b. The impact of the errors
calculated for a load of sand or gravel at a cost of $5.50 per ton with an error of 750 Ib equates to a monetary value for
each weighment of $2.06. If that error is multiplied by 4 trips per day over 240 work days the total dollar figure amounts
to $1,977.60 annually. Maryland noted that the practice of using stored tares is prevalent in other types of businesses,
such as landfills and asphalt plants, where prices may reach $70.00 per ton. In such cases, the same 750-1b error equates
to $26.25 per transaction. On four trips per day, the monetary value equals $25,200.00 annually.

Maryland is interested in obtaining information on the accuracy of stored tare values from other jurisdictions.

One jurisdiction which does not permit the use of stored tare values indicated that the Maryland data demonstrates that
stored tare values do not work. One representative of the scale industry reported that some operations which use the
stored tare feature require the values to be automatically voided biweekly.

Based on comments and information received at the NCWM Annual Meeting in July 1998, the Committee gave this item
informational status to enable Maryland to do additional study and analysis. The Committee encouraged jurisdictions
which permitted the use of stored tare functions during vehicle weighing operations to forward information on procedures
and policies (verification intervals, tolerance, test procedures) to Maryland. During its September 1998 Annual Meeting,
the Western Weights and Measures Association (WWMA) agreed to support the concept of tolerances for stored tare
values; however, WWMA felt the issue needed further study. The WWMA agreed that the California Weighmaster
Regulation which requires tare value to be maintained to + 2 percent of the established tare is acceptable. Additionally,
WWMA believes that tolerance values should not be determined based on the price of a commodity. The WWMA
concurred with the CWMA that the Laws and Regulations Committee should address this issue.

During its September 1998 Interim Meeting, the Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA) agreed that NIST
Handbook 130 should address this issue in the Method of Sale Regulation which provides accuracy and information
requirements for railroad car tare weights. CWMA agreed that procedures should be established; however, they felt that
more uniformity would be achieved when these guidelines are published in one document. CWMA recommended that,
although this item has merit, it should be removed from the NCWM S&T agenda.

The Northeastern Weights and Measures Association believes the practice of stored tare weights should be prohibited for
vehicle scale applications.

In 1998, the Southern Weights and Measures Association maintained its earlier recommendation that this item remain
informational until other jurisdictions provide to permit further development of the proposal.
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During the 1999 Interim Meeting, a Maryland representative reported that 15 jurisdictions reported inaccuracies with
stored vehicle tare weights. Throughout 1999, Maryland planned to continue collecting data from other jurisdictions.
The Scale Manufacturers Association is working to provide the Committee with the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) procedures for vehicle stored tare weights. The Committee decided to withdraw this item to allow Maryland
time to collect data and test procedures information.

321 Belt-Conveyor Scale Systems
321-1 1 N.3.2.1. Accuracy of Material

Source: Carryover Item 321-1B (This item originated from the Western Weights and Measures Association and first
appeared on the Committee’s 1998 agenda.)

Discussion: The Committee is retaining this issue as an informational item after reviewing the Belt-Conveyor Scale
Subcommittee’s latest proposal noted below. The Committee believes that the Subcommittee is close to resolving the
concerns heard during the 1999 Annual Meeting about the restrictive nature of the proposed “24 hour period” for the
accuracy test of both the materials and reference scale. The Committee encourages that work to continue to reach a
proposal all parties agree with by the October 1999 Sector Meeting.

N.3.2. Material Tests. — Use bulk material, preferably that material for which the device is normally
used. Either pass a quantity of pre-weighed material over the belt-conveyor scale in a manner as similar
as feasible to actual loading conditions, or weigh all material that has passed over the belt-conveyor
scale. Means for weighing the material test load will depend on the capacity of the belt-conveyor scale
and availability of a suitable scale for the test. To assure that the test load is accurately weighed and
determined, the following precautions shall be observed:

(d) When : ha pre
between Where practlcable a reference scale should be tested w1thm 24 hours before the determmatlon
of the weight of the test load used for a en-the belt-conveyor scale material test load—When-other-seales

A reference scale which is not “as found” within maintenance tolerance should have its accuracy re-
verified after the belt-conveyor test with a suitable known weight load if the “as found” error of the
belt-conveyor scale material test exceeds maintenance tolerance values.

(e) If any suitable known weight load other than a certified test weight load is used for re-verification
of the reference scale accuracy, its weight shall be determined on the reference scale after the reference

scale certification and before commencing the belt scale material test.

(ef) The test shall not be conducted if the weight of the test load has been affected by environmental
conditions.

N.3.2.1. Accuracy of Material. — The quantity of material eomprising- used to conduct the a material
test shall be weighed statically-or-on-an-unecoupled-in-metionrailwaytrackseale on a reference scale to
an accuracy ofatleast w1th1n 0.1 percent. %&ealeused—twe}ghﬂnateﬂal—sha%&tes&ed—m&medm&eky

4 H th £ 1 toct: 1% ticahl th. 1 thaod-of e haould-b.

priorto-+ the-material test:-where pr the substitution-method-of v should
used. Scales typically used for this purpose include Class H, III, and III L scales or a scale without a
class designation-with-the-teleranee-as described in Table T.1.1. of Handbook 44 Section 2.20.

(Added 1989)(Amended 1991, 1993, and 1998, and 200X)

Background: In 1998, the Committee considered the following proposal to modify N.3.2.1.

N.3.2.1. Accuracy of Material. - The quantity of material eemprising-the used to conduct a material

test shall be weighed determined statically or dynamically en-an—unecoupled-in-metion—railwaytrack
seale to-anaceuracy of atleast- O-b-pereent on a reference scale. The scale used-to-weigh material shall

be-tested-immediately priorto-runningthe-material test. The reference scale shall be section tested or
double draft tested (for double draft railroad track scale), as appropriate. Where practicable
substitution or strain-load testing shall be performed in the range of the tare weights (where applicable)
and in the range of the gross weights of material used for official belt-conveyor scale system tests to an

accuracy of 0.1 percent or better within 24 hours prior to weighing the reference material. The
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reference scale shall be retested after completion of weighing the reference material to assure that the
reference scale remained in tolerance throughout the test. Scales typically used for this purpose include
are Class II, III, and III L scales, er-a-seale-with-telerances-as-deseribed-inFable T-11—of Handbook44
Seetion2:20, including_a vehicle scale, a hopper scale, a static railroad track scale, or an uncoupled-in-
motion railroad track scale. (Added 1989)(Amended 1991, 1993 and 199X)

Comments to the NTETC Belt-Conveyor Scales Sector indicated that when a reference scale is tested in an "as used"
condition or to capacity, many test results appear to be within tolerance until a strain load test is performed. It was also
noted that each jurisdiction interprets the term "immediately" differently, so the term should be replaced with more
explicit text. Based on those comments, the Sector recommended modifying paragraph N.3.2.1. as noted above. A
representative of the railroad industry expressed concern that the proposed requirement to retest the reference scale may
necessitate an increase in the train crew and locomotive time and exacerbate delays within the rail system. The Sector
also discussed the difficulties in performing a substitution test on hopper scales and felt the reference to substitution tests
should be removed from paragraph N.3.2.

At the 1998 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard comments indicating that the NTETC Belt-Conveyor Scales Sector's
proposal to modify paragraph N.3.2.1. had generated concerns over (1) the 24-hour period being an insufficient time to
verify reference materials; (2) the undue burden created by a retest of the reference scale; (3) the validity of the applicable
tolerances (0.1 percent accuracy); and (4) the use of an uncoupled in-motion scale as the reference scale. It was suggested
that the decision to retest the reference scale would be best handled on a case-by-case basis and performed in instances
where field site conditions warrant the procedure.

It was noted that verification of the accuracy of a belt-conveyor scale with a material test introduces an additional level of
uncertainty; therefore, a retest of the reference scale would minimize possible errors that may be introduced into the
process. It was also pointed out that selecting an adequate reference scale is significantly important. Additionally,
weights and measures officials and customers were concerned about the traffic and other uses of the reference scale
during the verification of the reference material and the possibility that these variables may introduce additional
uncertainty into the process.

Based on these comments, the Committee believes the Sector should further develop the proposal; therefore, it made this
an informational item to allow for additional work.

At its 1998 meeting, the Western Weights and Measures Association (WWMA) felt the reference scale should have the
ability to hold calibration during the material test. The WWMA recommended that it is more appropriate to reverify the
reference scale. The WWMA noted that until the official with statutory authority can reverify the reference scale
performance, no adjustments should be made to a belt-conveyor scale.

During its 1998 meeting, the Belt-Conveyor Scale Sector reaffirmed its support for an accuracy test of the reference scale
before and after the material test. The Sector acknowledged that there are fewer complications when the scale under test
and the reference scale are in the same proximity. The Sector could not agree on a recommendation for using a “monitor
car” to reverify the accuracy of the reference scale. This practice would allow an alternative to a complete retest of the
scale. Industry representatives expressed concern about the effects of wind, rain, and ice on the accuracy of a monitor
car. One NTEP lab noted that the same principles of field standards’ maintenance would apply to a monitor car. Based
on these discussions, the Sector felt that it needed additional guidance to define the amount and type of testing appropriate
for the subsequent test of the reference scale. Therefore, a subcommittee was formed to develop guidelines to
recommend to the NCWM.

The Northeastern Weights and Measures Association (NEWMA) agreed with forming a subcommittee to develop
guidelines on the retest of the reference scale. NEWMA stressed the importance of having a railroad industry
representative on the subcommittee. NEWMA recognized the railroad’s logistical problems and questioned the necessity
of retesting the reference scale.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association acknowledged the Sector appointing a subcommittee and recommended
that this item remain informational.

During the 1999 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard comments from belt conveyor scale customers supporting
proposed changes to paragraph N.3.2.1. because of the uncertainties that result from inaccurate reference scales. The
Committee also heard opposition to modifying paragraph N.3.2.1. from railroad industry representatives who felt the
changes made the requirement cumbersome and that most problems resulted from using unsuitable reference scales.
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The Committee recognized the difficulties operators encounter and the customers’ concerns about using reference scales
in remote locations. Therefore, the Committee encourages the Belt Conveyor Scale Subcommittee to complete its work to
develop guidelines for applying the N.3.2.1. modifications. The Committee agreed to maintain the item as informational
until the Subcommittee completes its work.

3212 1 UR. 2.2. Conveyor Installation and UR.2.2.1. For Scales not Installed by
Manufacturer

Source: National Type Evaluation Technical Committee, Belt-Conveyor Scale Sector
Recommendation: Modify paragraph UR. 2.2. Conveyor Installation as follows:

UR.2.2. Conveyor Installation. - The design and installation of the conveyor leading to and
from the belt- conveyor scale is critical with respect to scale performance. The conveyor may
be horizontal or inclined, but, if inclined, the angle shall be such that slippage of material
along the belt does not occur. Installation shall be in accordance with the scale
manufacturer's instructions and the following:

(a) a belt-conveyor scale shall be so installed that neither its performance nor operation
will be adversely affected by any characteristic of the foundation, supports, or any
other equipment;

(b) all live portions of the scale shall be protected by appropriate guard devices to
prevent accidental interference with the weighing operation;

(©) suitable protection shall be provided for storage of any simulated load equipment.

built—to—the—seal

d
conveyor—designe F—OF

1 J with—t! fall 2
T th—the—toHowing

£, "
manutacturers—sp

(ad) Take-up Device. - If the belt length is such that a take-up device is required, this
device shall be of the counter-weighted type for either vertical or horizontal travel.

(be) Scale Location and Training Idlers. - The scale shall be so installed that the first
weigh idler of the scale is at least 6 m (20 ft) or 5 idler spaces, whichever is greater,
from loading point, skirting, head or tail pulley, or convex curve in the conveyor.
Any training idler shall be located at least 18 m (60 ft) from the centerline of the
weigh span of the scale. Training idlers shall not be restrained at any time in order
to force belt alignment.

(Amended 1998)

(ef) Concave Curve. - If there is a concave curve in the conveyor, before or after the
scale, the scale shall be installed so that the belt is in contact with all the idler rollers
at all times for at least 6 m (20 ft) or 5 idler spaces, whichever is greater, before and
after the scale. A concave curve shall start no closer than 12 m (40 ft) from the scale
to the tangent point of the concave curve.

(Amended 1998)

(dg) Tripper and Movable Pulleys. - There shall be no tripper or movable head pulleys in
the conveyor.

(eh) Conveyor Length. - The conveyor shall be no longer than 300 m (1000 ft) nor shorter
than 12 m (40 ft) from head to tail pulley.
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1986.]

#i) Conveyor Stringers. - Conveyor stringers at the scale and for not less than 6 m (20 ft)
before and beyond the scale shall be continuous or securely joined and of sufficient
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size and so supported as to eliminate relative deflection between the scale and
adjacent idlers when under load. The conveyor stringers should be so designed that
the deflection between any two adjacent idlers within the weigh area does not exceed
0.6 mm (0.025 in) under load.

(gi) Identification of Scale Area. - The scale area and 5 idlers on both ends of the scale
shall be of a contrasting color, or other suitable means shall be used to distinguish
the scale from the remainder of the conveyor installation, and the scale shall be
readily accessible.

(Amended 1998)

(hk) Belt Composition and Maint - Conveyor belting shall be no heavier than is
required for normal use. In a loaded or unloaded condition, the belt shall make full
contact with the carry roll (center or horizontal portion) of the idlers. Splices shall
not cause any undue disturbance in scale operation (see N.3.).

(Amended 1998)

[€)) Uniformity of Belt Loading and Flow. - The conveyor loading mechanism shall be
designed to provide uniform belt loading. The distance from the loading point to the
scale shall allow for adequate settling time of the material on the belt before it is
weighed. Feeding mechanisms shall have a positive closing or stopping action so that
material leakage does not occur. Feeders shall provide an even flow over the scale
through the full range of scale operation. Sufficient impact idlers shall be provided
in the conveyor under each loading point to prevent deflection of the belt during the
time material is being loaded.

(jm) Belt Alignment. - The belt shall not extend beyond the edge of the idler roller in any
area of the conveyor.
(Amended 1998)

Discussion: The Committee has several concerns with UR.2.2.1.: (1) the perception that manufacturers and installers are
held to different requirements; (2) the wording restricts new technology and does not address applications, such as weigh
feeders; and (3) the requirements focus more on the device’s design rather than on its performance. The Committee
decided to change the status of the item to informational to allow time for these concerns to be addressed. The Committee
strongly encourages the Sector and other interested parties to address these issues to align the belt-conveyor scale
requirements with others requirements in Handbook 44.

Background: The National Type Evaluation Technical Committee, Belt-Conveyor Scale Sector discussed the
differences in requirements “for scales not installed by the manufacturer.” Sector members noted that the existing belt-
conveyor scales code no longer reflects today’s electronic devices and marketplace applications. Initially, the Sector
thought that the phrase “for scales not installed by the manufacturer” had been added to provide some control over
installations which included weigh feeders. The requirements associated with this language now appear to be enforced
for belt-conveyor scales systems where the system installer is other than the original equipment manufacturer. It was
suggested that the code may need to be revisited to determine if existing requirements apply to particular applications,
such as in the food industry. The Sector noted that the requirements under UR.2.2.1. are appropriate for all belt-conveyor
scales systems, including those installed by the original manufacturer. Therefore, they recommended that the text in the
preamble of UR.2.2.1. be removed and the subsections renumbered to become part of paragraph UR.2.2.

The Central Weights and Measures Associations questioned why the requirement contains the language, “Not installed by
the Manufacturer.”

The Northeastern Weights and Measures Association (NEWMA) believes the requirements for belt-conveyor system
design and performance should apply uniformly regardless of the installer. NEWMA was unable to review the Sector’s
proposal because it met prior to the Sector meeting. NEWMA indicated it wanted to review the Sector’s position on this
issue.
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The Southern Weights and Measures Association acknowledged that the Sector was working on a recommendation to the
NCWM, but took it no position on the issue.

The Committee heard one manufacturer’s comments that the proposal may make some scales under 40 feet non-
compliant with Handbook 44 (see subsection (eh)

321-3 1 UR.2.2.1.(h) For Scales not Installed by the Manufacturer; Belt
Composition and Maintenance

Source: National Type Evaluation Technical Committee, Belt-Conveyor Scale Sector

Recommendation: Amend paragraph UR.2.2.1. (h) Belt Composition and Maintenance for Scales not Installed by the
Manufacturer to read as follows:

UR.2.2.1. For Scales not Installed by the Manufacturer. — Unless the scale is installed in a
conveyor designed and furnished by the scale manufacturer or built to the scale
manufacturer’s specifications, the conveyor shall comply with the following minimum
requirements:

(Amended 1998)

(h) Belt Composition and Maintenance. - Conveyor belting shall be no heavier than is
required for normal use. In a loaded or unloaded condition, the belt shall make full
continuous contact with the carry roll (center or horizontal portion) of the idlers.
Splices shall not cause any undue disturbance in scale operation (see N.3.).
(Amended 1998 and 1999)

Discussion: At the October 1998 meeting of the National Type Evaluation Technical Committee, the Belt-Conveyor
Scale Sector agreed that the language in the modification to paragraph UR.2.2.1.(h) needs further clarifying. The Sector
acknowledged that it is difficult to verify that a belt remains in “full” contact with the carry roll. The Sector recognized
that contact is affected by the angle of troughing, quality of the belt, and belt temperature. The Sector’s original concern
was with idlers, which either intermittently contact the belt or fail to make contact with the belt at all. The Sector believes
the proposed modification to UR.2.2.1.(h) would clarify its original intent.

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee had several concerns with UR.2.2.1.: (1) the perception that
manufacturers and installers are held to different requirements; (2) the wording restricts new technology and does not
address applications, such as weigh feeders; and (3) the requirements focus more on the device’s design rather than on its
performance. One Sector member noted that belts, which are too thick, act like bridges suspending the material weight so
that it does not register. Based on those concerns, the Committee changed the status of the item to informational. The
Committee strongly encourages the Sector to address these issues to align the belt-conveyor scale requirements with
others in Handbook 44.

3214 1 UR.3.2. (c) Maintenance

Source: Carryover Item 321-7 (This item originated from the National Type Evaluation Technical Committee Belt-
Conveyor Scale Sector and first appeared on the Committee’s 1998 agenda.)

Recommendation: The Committee considered a proposal to remove paragraph UR.3.2. (c) Maintenance from the Belt-
Conveyor Scale Systems Code.
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(Amended 1986)

Discussion: The NTETC Belt-Conveyor Scales Sector believes that optimum belt-conveyor scale system performance
requires good maintenance practices. Both installation and maintenance should be performed according to the
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manufacturer's instructions. Therefore, these procedures may vary depending upon the specific system design, operation,
and technology. The Sector believes there are general and user code sections which adequately address these practices
and the requirements outlined in paragraph UR3.2.(c). Consequently, the Sector recommended that UR.3.2.(c) be
removed from NIST Handbook 44.

The S&T Committee acknowledged that scale alignment procedures will vary based on the manufacturer's instructions,
and user requirements should be available to address maintenance in this area. The Committee understands that field
officials have difficulty determining the wire line requirement in paragraph (c), and they may use other methods to verify
scale alignment. Therefore, the Committee believes the paragraph has merit but agrees with the Sector that it may restrict
alternative technology. In 1998, the Committee recommended that this item be given informational status to provide time
for the Sector to develop less restrictive language that provides appropriate guidelines for determining proper scale
alignment.

The Western Weights and Measures Association and Northeastern Weight and Measures Association supported the Belt-
Conveyor Scale Sector’s recommendation to remove this requirement from NIST Handbook 44.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association acknowledged that the Sector is working to develop a proposal on the
issue of maintaining scale alignment, but made no specific comments on the issue.

During the 1998 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard additional input on field officials’ inability to verify belt
alignment with piano wire. Additionally, other means such as selecting suitable belt scale idlers are available to test and
to ensure proper belt alignment. Because this requirement is unenforceable as written, the Committee recommended that
paragraph UR.3.2.(c) be removed from the Handbook 44.

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, a member of the Sector commented that a weights and measures official may not be
capable of verifying this requirement; however, it is essential to provide scale alignment information to scale
manufacturers. Consequently, the Committee gave this item informational status and asked that the Sector complete work
to identify alternate means to determine scale alignment.

322 Automatic Bulk Weighing Systems Code
322-1 W N.2.1. Verification Interval
(This item was withdrawn.)

Source: Carryover Item 322-1 (This item originated from the Southern Weights and Measures Association and first
appeared on the Committee’s agenda in 1998.)

Discussion: The Committee considered a proposal to add the following new paragraph N.2.1. Verification Interval to the
Automatic Bulk Weighing Systems Code as follows:

N.2.1. Verification Interval. - Where approved test weights remain in one location, are only moved
during testing of the scale, and are protected from physical abuse or exposure to corrosive
elements, the calibration interval could be extended beyond the normal one-year or two-year

period. The time period for resealing or recertification of these weights may, at the discretion of
the official with statutory authority, be extended for a period not to exceed ten (10) years.

However, should the test weights be removed from the location for any reason, except when
authorized by the official with statutory authority, all test weights shall be recertified prior to
placing them in service.

During the Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA) 1997 Annual Meeting, the SWMA noted that the
National Conference on Weights and Measures (NCWM) had not formally addressed calibration intervals for field
standards. Traditionally, the state metrology laboratory is the authority that establishes the cycle for recalibration of field
standards. Several weights and measures jurisdictions have incorporated requirements for the frequency of recalibration
of field standards as part of their laws and regulations. The SWMA notes that most jurisdictions have established a 1-year
calibration interval for Class F field standards. Some intervals may vary based on historical analysis of data on the "as
found" condition of the standards.
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Based on comments heard during the 1998 Interim and Annual Meetings, the Committee recommended several
modifications to the SWMA's proposal as outlined in the discussion above. The modifications clarify the maximum
permissible calibration interval, the test weight location, and the responsibilities of the official with statutory authority.

The Committee acknowledged that the proposal was prompted by the need to address the extensive, burdensome, and
often unwarranted procedures required to verify hopper scale standards. The Scale Manufacturers Association (SMA)
indicated that it could support this requirement only if it applied solely to hopper scale standards. The Committee
expressed concern that NIST Handbook 44 does not contain verification intervals for other standards and that the proposal
may conflict with requirements that the Metrology Subcommittee is developing. Consequently, the Committee decided to
maintain the item as an information item to allow time for further development of the issue. In the meantime, the
Committee believes the metrologist or official with authority in each jurisdiction should determine the required
verification intervals.

At its 1998 meeting, the Western Weights and Measures Association (WWMA) recommended that the item maintain its
informational status until the Metrology Subcommittee completed its work. The WWMA believes this issue might be
better addressed in Handbook 145, Handbook for the Quality Assurance of Metrological Measurements. The WWMA
recommended the language in the proposal be modified to state that the calibration interval “may be extended beyond the
normal one-year or two-year period” instead of “could be extended.”

At its 1998 Annual Meeting, the Northeastern Weights and Measures Association (NEWMA) indicated that requirements
for certification intervals are better addressed in NIST Handbook 130, Uniform Weights and Measures Law, Section 3
Physical Standards. NEWMA understood that the Metrology Subcommittee is updating the Handbook 105 Series to
address the issue of certification intervals. NEWMA believes the NCWM should consider the language the Metrology
Subcommittee develops.

During its 1998 Annual Meeting, SWMA recognized the Metrology Subcommittee’s work to develop a 105 Series
Handbook which addresses calibration intervals for field standards. The SWMA believes that Handbook 105 is a more
appropriate document to provide guidance on calibration intervals.

The Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA) felt that this issue would be more appropriately addressed in
NIST Handbook 105. CWMA believes the proposal provides no greater authority to weights and measures officials than
already exists. Therefore, CWMA recommended withdrawing this proposal from the NCWM S&T agenda.

The Committee considered recommendations to include a reference to the 105 Series in the Fundamental Considerations,
because several Handbook 44 code sections lack any reference to the 105 Series. The NCWM is working to correct this
inconsistency with other publications such as Publication 14.

The Metrology Subcommittee presented the Committee with a draft NIST Handbook 105-8, Specifications and
Tolerances for Reference Standards and Field Standard Weights and Measures Recommended Calibration Intervals, to
review. The Committee encourages the Metrology Subcommittee to complete Handbook 105-8. The Committee plans to
provide comments to the Subcommittee on that draft NIST Handbook 105-8. The Metrology Subcommittee plans to
provide guidelines based on data gathered this year. The Committee believes that Handbook 105-8 is a more appropriate
document than Handbook 44 in which to place the verification intervals for test standards. Consequently, the Committee
decided to withdraw this item from its agenda.
324 Automatic Weighing Systems — Tentative Code
324-1 VC Table S.7.a. Marking Requirements
(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)

Source: Southern Weights and Measures Association

Recommendation: Amend Table S.7.a. Marking Requirements to include maximum belt speed by inserting a new
marking requirement in the table as follows:
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Table S.7.a. Marking Requirements

Indicating
‘Weighing Weighing, load- element not Weighing and Load Other
Equipment receiving, and permanently load-receiving Cell Equipment or
indicating attached to element not With CC device
element in same weighing and permanently an (10)
To Be Marked housing load-receiving attached to
With element indicating
Safe Load Limit X
Load Cell X
Verification
Interval (Viin)
Maximum Belt
Speed (m/sec or X X
m/min

Note: See Table S.7.b. for applicable parenthetical notes.
Add the following definitions to Handbook 44:

maximum capacity. the largest load that may be accurately weighed.

minimum capacity. the smallest load that may be accurately weighed. The weighing results
may be subject to excessive error if used below this value.

Discussion: In 1997, the Automatic Weighing Systems Work Group agreed that automatic weighing systems should be
marked with the maximum belt speed. This proposal was inadvertently omitted from the NCWM S&T Committee’s
agenda. The Work Group received comments indicating that there is a need to clarify the meaning of two other marking
requirements in Table S.7.a. (1) maximum capacity (Max); and (2) minimum capacity (Min). Initially, no specific
language was suggested.

The Committee heard comments that it should be permissible to indicate in both meters per second and meters per
minute. One NTEP laboratory noted that limiting the belt speed to meters per second would inadequately reflect the
available scale capacities and result in some weighing systems being marked in belt speeds which are several digits
behind the decimal point. Therefore, a requirement to mark belt speed solely in meters per second is inappropriate for all
automatic weighing systems. The Committee also recognized that OIML requires marking the belt speed in meters per
second. Therefore, the Committee believes both units are appropriate.

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee reviewed the definitions for “maximum capacity” and “minimum
capacity.” No unfavorable comments were heard on these definitions; therefore, the text was included in the final
proposal to the NCWM.

330 Liquid-Measuring Devices

330-1 1 S.1.5.3.(a) Width; Indicator Index

Source: National Type Evaluation Technical Committee Measuring Sector

Recommendation: Modify paragraph S.1.5.3. (a) to read as follows:
S.1.5.3. Width.

(a) The index of an indicator shall not be wider than the width of the widest narrowest
graduation™.
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(b) If the index of an indicator extends over the entire length of a graduation, it shall be
of uniform width throughout the portion that coincides with the graduation.

[*Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2000.]

Discussion: NIST Handbook 44 Liquid-Measuring Devices Code Paragraph S.1.5.3. (a) requires that the width of the
index of an indicator be no greater than the width of the widest graduation. Measurement Canada has a similar
requirement requiring that the width of the index be no greater than the width of the narrowest graduation. It appears that
Measurement Canada’s requirement may be more appropriate because it prohibits an indicator index with dimensions that
may obscure a graduation. Consequently, the Measuring Sector proposed that paragraph S.1.5.3.(a) be modified to
correct the discrepancy.

The Committee believes that the proposal should be a nonretroactive requirement. The Committee received no
unfavorable comments on this item at the 1999 Interim Meeting; therefore, the Committee recommended this item be
adopted as written. The Committee clarified that for arrow-shaped indicators the narrowest portion at the tip of the arrow
could not be wider than the narrowest graduation.

At the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee considered comments that the current paragraph S.1.4.3. is more appropriate
because a wider index design facilitates reading the graduation. In contrast, when the index design is narrower than the
narrowest graduation, users need to read the indication to the nearest graduation. The Committee acknowledged that
there is some validity to this position; however, the uncertainties associated with reading indices which obscure
graduations also cause concern.

The Committee heard comments about large numbers of analog indicators still in use; however, the proposal would only
apply to new devices. Measurement Canada believes the proposal is a more appropriate design requirement for indicator
indices than what Handbook 44 presently includes. Based on these discussions, the Committee changed the item to
informational status. The Committee believes that the proposed change should be made and, unless it receives more data
to support the existing Handbook 44 language, the Committee will return the proposal to voting status at the 2000 Interim
Meeting.

330-2 V Table S.2.2. Categories of Device and Methods of Sealing; Category 2

((This item was adopted .)

Source: NCWM Specifications and Tolerances Committee

Recommendation: In response to inquiries about how to apply the January 1, 2005 enforcement date for Category 2
devices, the Committee recommended modifying Table S.2.2. as follows:
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Table S.2.2. Categories of Device and Methods of Sealing

Categories of Device

Method of Sealing

Category 1: No remote configuration
capability.

Seal by physical seal or two event counters: one for calibration
parameters and one for configuration parameters.

Category 2: Remote configuration capability,
but access is controlled by physical hardware.

The device shall clearly indicate that it is in the
remote configuration mode and record such
message if capable of printing in this mode or
shall not operate while in this mode.

[Category 2 applies only to devices
manufactured prior to January 1, 2005.

[The hardware enabling access for remote communication must
be on-site. The hardware must be sealed using a physical seal or
an event counter for calibration parameters and an event

counter for configuration parameters. The event counters may
be located either at the individual measuring device or at the
system controller; however, an adequate number of counters
must be provided to monitor the calibration and configuration
parameters of the individual devices at a location. If the
counters are located in the system controller rather than at the
individual device, means must be provided to generate a hard

Devices with remote configuration capability
manufactured after that date must meet the
sealing requirements outlined in Category 3.
Devices without remote configuration
capability manufactured after that date will be
required to meet the minimum criteria outlined
in Category 1.]

copy of the information through an on-site device.|*
[*Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1996]

An event logger is required in the device; it must include an
event counter (000 to 999), the parameter ID, the date and time
of the change, and the new value of the parameter. A printed
copy of the infor must be available through the device or
through another on-site device. The event logger shall have a
capacity to retain records equal to ten times the number of
sealable parameters in the device, but not more than 1000
records are required. (Note: Does not require 1000 changes to
be stored for each parameter.)

Category 3: Remote configuration capability
access may be unlimited or controlled through
a software switch (e.g., password).

The device shall clearly indicate that it is in the
remote configuration mode and record such
message if capable of printing in this mode or
shall not operate while in this mode.
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2001]

Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2005 all devices
with remote configuration capability must
comply with the sealing requirements of
Category 3.

[Nonretroactive and enforceable as of January 1, 1995.]
(Table added 1993) (Amended 1995 and 1998)

Discussion: In 1998, the NCWM adopted changes to Table S.2.2. Categories of Device and Methods of Sealing which
generated numerous questions about how to apply the enforcement date to Category 2 devices. After January 1, 2005, the
NCWM intended for all devices with remote configuration capability to meet Category 3 sealing requirements. This
requirement resulted in several interpretations about whether or not Category 2 devices in use on December 31, 2004,
would comply after 2005.

Industry representatives who attended the 1998 NCWM indicated that only Category 1 or 3 devices were in use at that
time. Therefore, Category 2 devices were expected to be phased out of use and any requirements that addressed Category
2 devices could “sunset.” The Committee recognized that the use of the term “sunset” contributed to the confusion about
the status of Category 2 devices after January 1, 2005.

The Committee agreed that the original intent of the changes to Table S.2.2. was to require all new devices equipped with

remote configuration to meet Category 3 requirements on the January 1, 2005 enforcement date. NCWM did not intend
that Category 2 devices equipped with remote configuration be modified to meet Category 3 requirements or be removed
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from service if they were operating in compliance prior to January 1, 2005. The Committee agreed that Table S.2.2.
should have additional language to clarify the original intent of the changes.

The new requirements for all remotely configured devices to be Category 3 are nonretroactive. This requirement is not
enforceable for (1) devices manufactured before January 1, 2005, or (2) new and used devices brought into a state before
January 1, 2005. The new requirement is enforceable for remotely configured noncommercial devices placed into to a
commercial application on or after January 1, 2005.

The Committee expressed concern that having remote access to change sealable parameters might facilitate fraud.
Consequently, the Committee added text to Table S.2.2. to require some indication that Category 3 devices are in the
remote configuration mode. Industry is cautioned that there may be instances where Category 2 devices manufactured
prior to January 1, 2005 are prohibited from sale if brought into a state after the effective date.

The Meter Manufacturers Association supported the proposal.

At the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee heard comments from meter manufacturers that the proposed January 1,
2000, enforcement date provided insufficient time to comply. Consequently, the Committee changed the enforcement
date for Category 3 devices to indicate a calibration or configuration mode to January 1, 2001.

For additional background information on this item refer to the Committee’s 1997 and 1998 final reports in NIST Special
Publications 920 and 932, respectively.

330-3 W N.4.2. Special Tests
(This item was withdrawn.)
Source: Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA)

Discussion: The Committee considered the following proposal to amend paragraph N.4.2. Special Tests to make the
special test an option.

N.4.2. Special Tests. - “Special” tests to develop the operating characteristics of a liquid-
measuring device and any special elements and accessories attached to or associated with the
device, shall may be made as circumstances require. Any test except as set forth in N.4.1. shall be
considered a special test.

CWMA believes that a special test on a retail motor-fuel dispenser should be performed when circumstances warrant it.
CWMA felt that a significant amount of time is spent conducting special tests and returning product delivered to storage.
One CWMA jurisdiction conducted a recent study on 657 retail motor-fuel dispensers and found that 96 percent of the
normal tests results were within 2 cubic inches of tolerance, whereas 98 percent of the special test results were within 3
cubic inches of tolerance. That study found only one dispenser where the special test was within maintenance tolerance
and the normal test outside of the acceptable tolerance.

CWMA believes most customers operate the dispenser at maximum flow rates rather than at rates which require special
tests. Additionally, CWMA indicated that the effects of errors detected by special or slow flow tests have minimal effect
on the final transaction. CWMA recommended the proposed language, which would reduce test time and make the
special “slow flow” test discretional.

The Committee recognized that a key purpose of the slow test is not solely to test the device as used, but to identify wear
in the meter. Part of an official inspection is to determine that the user maintains equipment as Handbook 44 requires.
The slow test is essential to verify this. The NIST Office of Weights and Measures, the Meter Manufacturers
Association, and one jurisdiction noted that the slow flow or special test is necessary to detect problems with the meter’s
performance.

The Committee acknowledged that local regulation and the availability of resources affect inspection frequency.
Comments were also made that rather than eliminating an essential portion of the test, jurisdictions may want to consider
changing inspection frequencies. For example, rather than testing all devices in a station, an inspector might select a
small number of devices to test according to a sampling plan. During the open session, comments indicated that
permissive requirements (i.e. use of the term “may”) are not enforced. One jurisdiction indicated that it interpreted that
all tests except the normal test as optional, and Handbook 44 needs to clarify which tests are mandatory. Some

S&T-38



Specifications and Tolerances Committee

jurisdictions have established variable frequencies of inspection; however, that schedule is based on data from statistical
inspection and test of devices. Handbook 44 does not recognize a partial test of devices. Comments were also made that,
if a slow test is not performed, the inspector risks incorrectly approving a device that has inaccuracies at lower flow rates.
There was also concern that, as written, the proposal would eliminate special tests on meters other than retail motor fuel
dispensers.

The Committee reached a consensus that sufficient data had not been submitted to demonstrate that the special test should
be optional. The Committee acknowledges that there are jurisdictions that cite paragraph three of Section S. in the
Introduction of Handbook 44 to justify not performing every test in a particular code section. Presently, the Committee
encourages both a normal and special device test unless the Committee receives additional data on the proposal.
Therefore, the Committee withdrew this item.

330-4 VC T.2.1.4. Tolerances for Devices Delivering Less than One Gallon
(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)

Source: Carryover Item 330-2 (This item originated from the National Type Evaluation Technical Committee
Measuring Sector and first appeared on the 1998 agenda.)

Recommendation: Add a new paragraph T.2.1.4. Tolerances for Devices Delivering Less than One Gallon as follows:

T.2.1.4. Tolerances for Devices Designed to Primarily Deliver Less than One Gallon. -
Maintenance tolerances and acceptance tolerances shall be as shown in Table 2. Tolerances
for Slow-Flow Meters.

Discussion: In 1998, the Committee considered a proposal from the Measuring Sector to add the following new
paragraph T.2.1.X. to address retail liquid-measuring devices which deliver small quantities of product.

T.2.1.X. Tolerances for Devices Delivering Less than One Gallon. - Maintenance tolerances and
acceptance tolerances shall be as shown in Table 2. Tolerances for Slow-Flow Meters.

During the September 1998 Interim Meeting of the Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA), the CWMA
recommended the following alternative proposal to clarify the intended amount of product to be delivered through these
devices.

T.2.1.X. Tolerances for Devices Intended to Deliver Less than One Gallon. - Maintenance

tolerances and acceptance tolerances shall be as shown in Table 2. Tolerances for Slow-Flow
Meters.

During its October 1998 Interim Meeting, the Northeastern Weights and Measure Association (NEWMA) considered the
original proposed text, and recommended the following alternative proposal to change the definition of slow flow meter.

slow-flow meter. A retail device designed for the measurement, at very slow rates (less than 4 L

(10 gal) per hour), maximum flow rate not to exceed one gallon per minute of liquid fuels at

individual domestic installations.[3.30]

NEWMA believed that modifying the definition of “slow-flow meter” addressed the appropriate classification for these
new devices and avoided any conflicts with paragraph N.3.4.’s requirements for a test draft of at least 5 gallons.

At its October 1998 Annual Meeting, the Southern Weights and Measures Association recommended that the proposal be
modified to clarify the specific type of device design to read:

T.2.1.X. Tolerances for Devices Designed for Normal Deliveries of Less than One Gallon. -
Maintenance tolerances and acceptance tolerances shall be as shown in Table 2. Tolerances for
Slow-Flow Meters.

The Committee reviewed several alternative proposals to address retail liquid-measuring devices which are used to
deliver small quantities of product. The Committee felt that the SWMA’s proposal had the greatest merit because it
recognizes the manufacturers’ intended use of the device. The requirement as worded may be incorrectly applied to retail
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motor fuel dispensers, which are also rated to accurately deliver one gallon. Consequently, the Committee modified the
SWMA proposal to reflect that the device is designed to primarily deliver less than 1 gallon.

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee heard no unfavorable comments on this item. The Meter Manufacturers
Association indicated its support for the proposal as modified.

Additional background information on this item is included in the Committee’s 1998 final report located in NIST Special
Publication 932.

330-5 D Appendix D, Definition for Retail Device

Source: Western Weights and Measures Association (WWMA)

Discussion: The Committee considered a proposal to modify the following definition of retail devices.
retail device. A liquid measuring device primarily used for non-resale use:
single deliveries of less than 378 L (100 gal),

retail single deliveries of motor fuels to individual highway vehicles, watercraft or aircraft; or

single deliveries of liquefied petroleum gas for-domestie-use-and-tiquefied petroleum-gas or
liquefied anhydrous ammonia fernenresale-use.
(Amended 1987 and 199X) [3.32]

The WWMA found that the NIST Handbook 44 definition of retail devices inadequately addresses applications which are
typically classified as retail operations. For example, devices classified as retail motor-fuel dispensers (RMFD) in vehicle
applications in marinas are used for separate deliveries of fuel in amounts of less than and in excess of 100 gallons to
boats, vessels, or other watercraft. The definition of a retail device applies to deliveries of less than 100 gallons; however,
those exceeding 100 gallons no longer meet the definition. Weights and measures officials and service industry
representatives must decide which tolerances apply to these devices. Maintenance tolerances for a wholesale device is
0.03 percent and 0.05 percent for a special test. Based on a 50-gallon test, the normal and special tolerances for a
wholesale device equates to 34.65 cubic inches and 57.75 cubic inches, respectively. The retail device tolerances are 1
cubic inch per indicated gallon, which equates to plus or minus 51 cubic inches for both tests. The WWMA believes that
the modifications to the definition of a retail device would provide a uniform interpretation of the appropriate tolerance
for a device type used in multiple applications.

The Meter Manufacturers Association (MMA) opposed the proposal because it is unclear whether or not the requirement
would apply to devices based on deliveries above or below 100 gallons and how to classify them. The MMA also felt
that further discussions are needed to determine if the definition would also apply to devices other than Liquid Measuring
Devices.

The Committee agreed that the retail device definition warranted further development and asked the WWMA to complete
that work. The Committee recommends the WWMA review past work conducted by the NCWM on this issue. The
Committee notes that several Handbook 44 requirements use the term “retail”; therefore, Handbook 44 should be
reviewed in entirety to ensure that the proposal causes no conflicts.

The Committee also heard that the definition of wholesale is unclear and insufficient to determine tolerances. Several
comments heard during the open session indicate that one approach may be to define the terms retail and wholesale based
on meter flow rates, rather than by application or delivery amount. The Committee gave the proposal a developmental
status to enable additional development of the item by WWMA.

After discussions at the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee believes two approaches can be used to develop this issue.
One approach is to take on the task of defining “retail device” as part of the work in revising Handbook 44. If so, that
work should also include defining “wholesale device.” However, the Committee alternatively recommends a second
approach, which is to base the tolerances strictly on the test draft size. One exception to that rule is to keep the basis for
the 5- and 10-gallon test draft tolerances the same as current Handbook 44 tolerances. Many liquid-measuring device
(LMD) tolerances are based on the product type, the portions of error contributed at the beginning and end of a delivery,
and the size of the test draft. To follow these same principles in the LMD Code would align LMD tolerances with other
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appropriate for all types of meter technology and offered the table below to compare old and new tolerance values.

Proposed 0.3% Proposed 0.2 %
Handbook 44 % of Test Draft Maintenance Acceptance
Test Draft Size Retail in Retail Retail Tolerance for Tolerance for
Maintenance Maintenance Acceptance Retail or Retail or
Tolerance Tolerance Error Tolerance Wholesale Wholesale
Applications Applications
5 gallon 6 cuin 0.52 3cuin N/A N/A
10 gallon 11 cuin 0.48 5.5 cuin N/A N/A
25 gallon 26 cu in 0.45 13 cuin 17 cuin 11.5cuin
50gallon Slcuin 0.44 25.5cuin 34 cuin 23 cuin
100 gallon 101 cuin 0.437 50.5 cuin 69 cuin 46 cu in
185 gallon 186 cuin 0.435 93 cuin 128 cuin 85 cuin
200 gallon 201 cu in 0.435 100.5 cu in 139 cuin 92.4 cuin
500 gallon 501 cu in 0.434 250.5 cuin 346.5 cuin 231 cuin
1000 gallon 1001 cu in 0.433 500.5 cuin 693 cu in 462 cu in
1500 gallon 1501 cu in 0.433 750.5 cuin 1039 cuin 693 cu in
330-6 VC T.2.3.X. Measurement of Asphalt

(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)

Source: Specifications and Tolerances Committee

(This item was added during the 1999 Interim Meeting as a result of related discussions on Item 337-4 and to ensure

consistency in the code requirements which apply to devices competing in the same applications.)

Recommendation: Add the following new paragraph T.2.3.2. Measurement of Asphalt to Section 3.30 and renumber

existing paragraphs T.2.3.2. through T.2.3.4. accordingly.

T.2.3.2. Measurement of Asphalt. — Maintenance tolerances and acceptance tolerances shall be:

T.2.32:3.
Measurement of Other Liquids.- Maintenance tolerances and acceptance tolerances shall be:

Acceptance Maintenance
Asphalt below 50 °C 0.2 % 03 %
Asphalt above 50 °C 0.3 % 03 %

Acceptance Mainten
ance
Normal 0.2 % 0.3 %
test
Special 0.5 % 0.5 %
test

T.2.3.3.4. Repeatability. When multiple tests are conducted at approximately the same flow rate,
the range of the test results for the flow rate shall not exceed 40 percent of the applicable
tolerance. This tolerance does not apply to the test of the automatic temperature compensating

system.

T.2.3.4-.5. Automatic Temperature Compensating Systems. — The difference between the meter error
(expressed as a percentage) for results determined with and without the automatic temperature
compensating system activated shall not exceed:
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Discussion: During the review of agenda item 337-4, tolerance for mass flow meters, the Committee recognized that
asphalt is measured using several meter technologies; therefore, it was appropriate to propose corresponding tolerances
for competing device technologies.
For additional background information on this issue, see agenda item 337-4.
331 Vehicle-Tank Meters Code
331-1 V UR.2.2.1. Exceptions for the Sale of Aviation Fuel
(This item was adopted.)

Source: Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA)

Recommendation: Add new paragraph UR.2.2.1. Exceptions for the Sale of Aviation Fuel to NIST Handbook 44 to read
as follows:

Prmter, Customer Ticket shall not apply to vehicle-mounted metering systems used solely for
the sale of aviation fuel into aircraft and for aircraft-related operations.

Discussion: Over 60 members of the National Air Transportation Association (NATA) expressed concern over
paragraph UR.2.2.’s retroactive requirement for vehicle mounted metering systems to be equipped with a ticket printer by
January 1, 1999. Industry members have safety concerns, such as flying debris or device attendants who attempt to
capture tickets being carried into engine propellers. NATA members expressed additional concerns over the cost to fleet
operators working to retrofit systems with ticket printers by the enforcement date. NATA noted that pilots must comply
with other Federal Aviation Administration regulations, and pilots must also perform weight balances which ensure that
there is no misrepresentation of the fuel delivery. NATA indicated that paragraph UR.2.2. gives an unfair competitive
advantage to stationary units used for similar aviation applications.

The Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA) agreed that the January 1, 1995, enforcement date in paragraph
UR.2.2. should be maintained; however, the retroactive date should be eliminated.

SWMA considered two approaches for an exemption to the aviation fueling industry: (1) extending the retroactive date
for all ticket printers, or (2) changing only the retroactive date for the sale of aviation fuel. Weights and measures
jurisdictions present expressed concern for companies which have already invested in equipping their vehicle-tank meters
with ticket printers. After lengthy discussion, the SWMA unanimously agreed that the above proposal was the most
amenable solution.

The Northeastern Weights and Measures Association (NEWMA) indicated a belief that a ticket printer exemption for the
aircraft fueling industry is unwarranted and recommended that the retroactive date be extended to January 1, 2001.

During the 1999 Interim Meeting, one industry representative noted the importance of uniformity in applying Handbook
44 requirements, and he questioned which sector would be next to ask for an exemption. One suggestion was to ask any
party who requests an exemption to explain the technical reasons warranting it.

Several Weights and Measures representatives indicated that jurisdictions have problems enforcing retroactive
requirements after the effective date for devices which were in use and in compliance shortly before the enforcement date.
Some jurisdictions enact special local regulations which exempt devices already in use from retroactive enforcement
dates.

At the Interim Meeting, jurisdictions expressed additional concerns where industry anticipated the enforcement date and
equipped their vehicle tank meters with ticket printers prior to January 1, 1999. Ohio noted that, based on the customer
being present during the transaction, it recommended an exemption for the aircraft industry in 1993. The NCWM
considered Ohio’s proposal but felt it did not have merit. The Committee deliberated at length on alternative proposals to
extend or eliminate the retroactive date. The Committee also understood that a number of jurisdictions have suspended
enforcement of UR.2.2. Ticket Printer; Customer Ticket pending a decision by the NCWM on UR.2.2.1.

S&T-42



Specifications and Tolerances Committee

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee heard more comments from NATA about the preflight procedures to
verify fuel quantities, and how weights and measures officials granted exemptions and met with industry to determine the
impact of the proposal. The Committee reached a consensus that the proposal move forward for a vote.

Background: In 1992, the National Conference on Weights and Measures (NCWM) adopted a requirement for vehicle-
mounted liquefied petroleum gas measuring devices (See 3.32. paragraph UR.2.6.) to be equipped with ticket printers. In
1993, the NCWM adopted a similar requirement for vehicle-tank meters; however, the NCWM permitted a 6 year phase-
in period to allow a reasonable amount of time for device operators to acquire ticket printer equipment. The NCWM
recognized that most customers were not present during transactions and that errors occurred when operators manually
entered transaction information on delivery tickets. Therefore, the NCWM felt that ticket printers provided a timely
record of the transaction and a way to evaluate the accuracy of delivery invoices. The NCWM also acknowledged that
technology is readily available to interface ticket printers with vehicle-mounted measuring systems.
334 Cryogenic Liquid-Measuring Devices
334-1 D Recognition of Liquefied Natural Gas Application

(Based on discussions during the Interim Meeting, the Committee changed the title of the item to better reflect the subject
matter of the proposal.)

Source: Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA)

Discussion: The Committee reviewed the following proposal to amend the Cryogenic Liquid-Measuring Devices Code
to recognize Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) applications.

Amend paragraphs A.2. (c) and (d) as follows:
A.2. - This code does not apply to the following:

(a) Devices used for dispensing liquefied petroleum gases (for which see Sec. 3.32; Code
for Liquefied Petroleum Gas and Anhydrous Ammonia Liquid-Measuring Devices).

[(1)] Devices used solely for dispensing a product in connection with operations in which
the amount dispensed does not affect customer charges.

@  Devi Lsolelyfor dispensing liguefied Leas.

(deo) mass flow meters (see Sec. 3.37. Code for Mass Flow Meters)
(Added 199X)

Add the following paragraphs and Table to correspond to the Mass Flow Meters Code: (These paragraphs are copied
from S.2.4.,S2.6.2., and S.2.7.)

S.2.X. Provisions for Power Loss.

S.2.X.1 Transaction Information. - In the event of a power loss, the information needed to
complete any transaction in progress at the time of the power loss (such as the quantity and
unit price, or sales price) shall be determinable for at least 15 minutes at the dispenser or at

the console if the console is accessible to the customer.

(Added 199X)

S.2.X.2. User Information. - The device memory shall retain information on the quantity of

fuel dispensed and the sales price totals during power loss.
(Added 199X)

S.2.X.X. Display of Quantity and Total Price. - When a delivery is completed, the total price

and quantity for that transaction shall be displayed on the face of the dispenser for at least 5

minutes or until the next transaction is initiated by using controls on the device or other user-
activated controls.

Added 199X
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S.2.X. Recorded Representations, Point of Sale Systems. - The sales information recorded b

cash_registers when_interfaced with a_retail motor-fuel dispenser shall contain the following
information for products delivered by the dispenser:

(a) the total volume of the delivery,

) the unit price,

(© the total computed price, and

[/} the product identity by name, symbol, abbreviation, or code number.
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, XXXX.|
(Added 199X)

S8.2.X. Indication of Delivery. - The device shall automatically show on its face the initial zero

condition and the quantity delivered (up to the nominal capacity).
However, the first 0.03 L (0.009 gal) of a delivery and its associated total sales price need not be

indicated.
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, XXXX]
(Added 199X)

Amend paragraph S.2.5. Provision for Sealing as follows:

S.2.5. Provision for Sealing. - Adequate provision shall be made for an approved means of

security (e.g., data change audit trail) or physically applying security seals in such a manner
that no adjustment er-interchange may be made of:

(a) any measurement element;

(b) any adjustable element for controlling delivery rate when such rate tends to
affect the accuracy of deliveries; and or

(c) any £ tie—temperatt

adjustment mechanism.

taed tino
v g—system the zero

Any When applicable, the adjusting mechanism shall be readily accessible for purposes of
affixing a security seal.

Audit trails shall use the format set forth in Table S.2.5.
(Added 199X)

Add new paragraphs S.1.1.2.X. Liquefied Natural Gas Used as an Engine Fuel and S.1.X. Liquefied Natural Gas
Dispensers as follows:

S.1.1.2.X. Liquefied Natural Gas Used as an Engine Fuel - When liquefied natural gas is
dispensed as an engine fuel, the delivered quantity shall be indicated and recorded, if the
device is equipped to record, in liters or gallons and decimal subdivisions or fractional
equivalents thereof.

(Added 199X)

S.1.X. Liquefied Natural Gas Dispensers. - Except for fleet sales and other price contract
sales, a liquefied natural gas dispenser used to refuel vehicles shall be of the computing type
and shall indicate the quantity, the unit price, and the total price of each delivery. The
dispenser shall display the volume measured for each transaction either continuously on an
external or internal display accessible during the inspection and test of the dispenser, or
display the quantity in volume units by using controls on the device.

S&T-44



Specifications and Tolerances Committee

Table T.1. Accuracy Classes for Cryogenic Meter Applications

Accuracy Class Application Acceptance Tolerance Maintenance Tolerance
2.0 Liquefied natural gas as a 1.5% 2.0%
motor fuel
25 Bulk delivery of cryogenic 1.5% 2.5%
liquids

Discussion: SWMA believes the proposal to include liquefied natural gas (LNG) applications in the Cryogenic Liquid-
Measuring Devices Code has merit but warrants further development. SWMA heard comments from Hoffer Flow
Controls Inc. which believes that LNG may have been excluded from the Cryogenic Code because of questions regarding
LNG’s composition. Hoffer noted that liquid densities have far less variation than gas densities, even when methane
content differs. Hoffer Flow Controls, Inc. also believes that there is nonuniformity in the measuring devices codes and
that cryogenic meters are held to more stringent standards. Hoffer noted that currently no type of retail dispensers are
capable of determining a product’s composition.

The Meter Manufacturers Association believes that LNG is clearly a cryogenic fluid based on Handbook 44 and 130
definitions, and no technical reasons exist to exclude LNG from the code.

One NTEP laboratory indicated some concern that paragraph S.2.4. Automatic Temperature or Density Composition in
the 1999 edition of Handbook 44 may not include all of the parameters that meters need to compensate for when
delivering an impure product such as LNG. The composition of LNG is unlike other cryogenic liquids such as oxygen,
which is a purer product. Additional comments indicated that LNG may be more appropriate for motor-fuel applications.
The Committee discussed the appropriate unit of measurement because the code has no mass units, and understood that
industry does not plan to ask for a volume conversion unit such as the gasoline gallon equivalent. The mass units were
removed from the Cryogenic Code after the NCWM adopted the Mass Flow Meter Code.

NIST OWM noted that NIST’s Boulder facility’s earlier studies demonstrated inaccuracies with turbine meter registration
when internal components appeared to freeze up. One OWM representative questioned whether or not proposed
paragraph S.1.X. intends for indications to be part of an external or internal display.

The Committee believes there is insufficient data to demonstrate that all cryogenic liquid-measuring devices can
accurately measure LNG. The Committee also wanted to ensure that the codes are kept uniform and to ensure that the
recognition of LNG metering in Handbook 44 is not restricted to a single technology. The Committee gave this item
developing status to allow more time to study these issues.

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee noted that it is waiting for California NTEP Participating Laboratory’s
recent data, which will provide information about product conversion tables. Hoffer Flow Controls, Inc. noted that the
Society of Automotive Engineers is working on metering products where product composition is an issue.

337 Mass Flow Meters Code

337-1 VC S.3.3. Vapor Elimination, Table T.2. Accuracy Classes for Mass Flow Meter
Applications, and N.6. Testing Procedures

(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)
Source: Southern Weights and Measures Association

Recommendation: Modify paragraph S.3.3.Vapor Elimination and Table T.2. Accuracy Classes for Mass Flow Meter
Applications, and add a new paragraph N.6. Testing Procedures:

S.3.3. Vapor Elimination. - A liquid-measuring instrument or measuring system shall be
equipped with an effective gas—extraeter vapor or air eliminator or other effective means,
automatic in operatlon, to prevent the measurement of vapor and air. that—resultsﬂnmers

a m e Vent lines from

the air_or vapor ellmmator shall be made 0f metal tubing or some other suitable rigid
material.
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Table T.2. Accuracy Classes for Mass Flow Meter Applications
A

Accuracy Class Application or Commodity Being Mai Special
Measured Tolerance Tolerance Tolerance

0.3 Loading rack meters, vehicle-tank
meters, home heating oil, milk and other
food products, large capacity motor-fuel
dispensers (maximum discharge flow 0.2% 0.3% 0.5%
rates greater than 100 L or 25 gallon per
minute), all other liquid applications not
shown in the table where the minimum
delivery is at least 700 kg (1500 Ib)

0.5 Small capacity (retail) motor-fuel
dispensers, agri-chemical liquids, all 0.3% 0.5% 0.5%
other liquid applications not shown in the

table

1.0 Anhydrous ammonia, LP Gas (including
vehicle tank meters) 0.6% 1.0% 1.0%

2.0 Compressed natural gas as a motor fuel 1.5% 2.0% 2.0%

2.5 Cryogenic liquid meters, liquefied
compressed gases other than LP Gas 1.5% 2.5% 2.5%

N.6 Testing Procedures.

N.6.1. Normal Tests. - The normal test of a meter shall be made at the maximum discharge
rate developed by the installation. Any additional tests conducted at flow rates down to and
including the rated minimum discharge flow rate shall be considered normal tests.

N.6.2. Special Tests. - Special tests to develop the operating characteristics of a meter and
any special elements and accessories attached to or associated with the device, shall be made
as circumstances require. Any test except as set forth in N.6.1. shall be considered a special
test. Special test of a measuring system shall be made to develop operating characteristics of
the measuring systems during a split compartment delivery. (See Table T.2.)

Discussion: NIST Handbook 44 paragraph S.3.3. requires a mass flow metering system to be equipped with an effective
means to prevent the measurement of vapor or air, which results in meter errors outside of allowable tolerances. To
determine the air eliminator’s effectiveness, vehicle-mounted mass flow meters are subjected to a split compartment test.
During type evaluation, these systems are held to acceptance tolerance regardless of the nature of the test. Examination
procedures for other devices recognize that properly designed, installed, and maintained systems may permit a small
amount of air/vapor to pass through the meter. Other device systems are allowed a more liberal tolerance for special tests
such as split compartment test.

The Meter Manufacturers Association believes that the proposal above aligns the requirements for mass flow meter
technology with those for other liquid-measuring devices.

The Committee believes that the intent of the proposed wording in paragraph S.3.3 is to limit mass flow meter
performance to the inaccuracies listed in Table T.2. The new text corresponds to the language in other code sections and
clarifies that special tolerances apply during the split compartment and other special tests.

Modified paragraph S.3.3. addresses only the split compartment test. The Committee believes it is important that
requirements are consistent with other Handbook 44 codes, consequently, the Committee modified the proposal to include
provision for requiring an effective vapor or air eliminator rather than a gas extractor and to specify requirements for vent
line materials. The Committee believes that the NCWM may eventually revisit this issue to extend special tolerances to
all special tests to align the Mass Flow Meters Code with other code special requirements.

3372V Table S.3.5. Categories of Device and Methods of Sealing; Category 2

(This item was adopted.)

Source: Specifications and Tolerances Committee

Recommendation: In response to inquiries about how to apply the January 1, 2005, enforcement date for Category 2
devices, the Committee recommends modifying Table S.3.5. as follows:
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Table S.3.5. Categories of Device and Methods of Sealing

Categories of Device Method of Sealing
Category 1: No remote configuration Seal by physical seal or two event counters: one for calibration
capability. parameters and one for configuration parameters.
Category 2: Remote configuration capability, [The hardware enabling access for remote communication must
but access is controlled by physical hardware. be on-site. The hardware must be sealed using a physical seal or

an event counter for calibration parameters and an event
The device shall clearly indicate that it is in the | counter for configuration parameters. The event counters may

remote configuration mode and record such be located either at the individual measuring device or at the
message if capable of printing in this mode or system controller; however, an adequate number of counters
shall not operate while in this mode. must be provided to monitor the calibration and configuration

parameters of the individual devices at a location. If the
[Category 2 applies only to devices counters are located in the system controller rather than at the
manufactured prior to January 1, 2005. individual device, means must be provided to generate a hard
Devices with remote configuration capability copy of the information through an on-site device.|*
manufactured after that date must meet the [*Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1996]

sealing requirements outlined in Category 3.
Devices without remote configuration
capability manufactured after that date will be
required to meet the minimum criteria outlined
in Category 1.]

Category 3: Remote configuration capability An event logger is required in the device; it must include an
access may be unlimited or controlled through event counter (000 to 999), the parameter ID, the date and time
a software switch (e.g., password). of the change, and the new value of the parameter. A printed

copy of the information must be available through the device or
The device shall clearly indicate that it is in the | through another on-site device. The event logger shall have a
remote configuration mode and record such capacity to retain records equal to ten times the number of

message if capable of printing in this mode or sealable parameters in the device, but not more than 1000
shall not operate while in this mode. records are required. (Note: Does not require 1000 changes to
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2001] be stored for each parameter.)
fal 3 1 by difiedn2005-t Ja

y-3-will-be-modified-in to-apply-t

Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2005 all devices
with remote configuration capability must
comply with the sealing requirements of
Category 3.

[Nonretroactive and enforceable as of January 1, 1995.]
(Table added 1993) (Amended 1995 and 1998,)

Discussion: In 1998, the NCWM adopted changes to Table S.2.2. Categories of Device and Methods of Sealing which
generated numerous questions about how to apply the enforcement date to Category 2 devices. After January 1, 2005, the
NCWM intended for all devices with remote configuration capability to meet Category 3 sealing requirements. This
requirement resulted in several interpretations about whether or not Category 2 devices in use on December 31, 2004,
would comply after 2005.

Industry representatives who attended the 1998 NCWM indicated that only Category 1 or 3 devices were in use at that
time. Therefore, Category 2 devices were expected to be phased out of use and any requirements that addressed Category
2 devices could “sunset.” The Committee recognized that the use of the term “sunset” contributed to the confusion about
the status of Category 2 devices after January 1, 2005.

The Committee agreed that the original intent of the changes to Table S.2.2. was to require all new devices equipped with
remote configuration to meet Category 3 requirements on the January 1, 2005 enforcement date. NCWM did not intend
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that Category 2 devices equipped with remote configuration be modified to meet Category 3 requirements or be removed
from service if they were operating in compliance prior to January 1, 2005. The Committee agreed that Table S.2.2.
should have additional language to clarify the original intent of the changes.

The new requirements for all remotely configured devices to be Category 3 are nonretroactive. This requirement is not
enforceable for (1) devices manufactured before January 1, 2005, or (2) new and used devices brought into a state before
January 1, 2005. The new requirement is enforceable for remotely configured noncommercial devices placed into to a
commercial application on or after January 1, 2005.

The Committee expressed concern that having remote access to change sealable parameters might facilitate fraud.
Consequently, the Committee added text to Table S.2.2. to require some indication that Category 3 devices are in the
configuration mode. Industry is cautioned that there may be instances where Category 2 devices manufactured prior to
January 1, 2005 are prohibited from sale if brought into a state after the effective date.

The Meter Manufacturers Association supports the proposal.

At the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee heard comments from meter manufacturers that the proposed January 1,
2000, enforcement date provided insufficient time to comply. Consequently, the Committee changed the enforcement
date for Category 3 devices to indicate a calibration or configuration mode to January 1, 2001.

For additional background information on this item refer to the Committee’s 1997 and 1998 final reports in NIST Special
Publications 920 and 932, respectively.

3373 W S.6.1. Printed Receipt; Identification Number
(This item was withdrawn.)
Source: National Type Evaluation Technical Committee Measuring Sector
Discussion: The Committee reviewed a proposal to add the following language to paragraph S.6.1.:

S.6.1. Printed Receipt. - Any delivered, printed quantity shall include an identification number for
a specific meter or measuring element, the time and date, and the name of the seller. This
information may be printed by the device or pre-printed on the ticket.

The original language in paragraph S.6.1. was taken from OIML R 105 Direct Mass Flow Measuring Systems for
Quantities of Liquids recommendations for printers; however, R 105 contains no specific language to clarify what the
identification number is intended to represent.

NTEP Participating Laboratories noted that paragraph S.6.1. requirement for an identification number on mass flow meter
receipts is unclear. Questions were raised about whether or not this information is associated with the owner, a specific
device, or a specific transaction. NIST-OWM was asked to develop language which described what information an
identification number should encompass; this language appears in the recommendation above.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association stated that they believe that paragraph S.6.1. Printed Receipt is
confusing and open to misinterpretation. The SWMA believes that they thought the identification number requirement
refers to a particular receipt rather than to a specific device.

The Meter Manufacturers Association was concerned that the proposed language may need further clarification to avoid
situations where manufacturers must guess at the origin of the number. The MMA asked if this requirement refers to
invoice, batch, or serial numbers.

The Committee encouraged industry to provide feedback from industry on the ability of devices to meet the proposed

change to paragraph S.6.1. The Committee believes that this information is necessary at installations which have multiple
devices in operation.
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Discussions with a NIST OIML representative indicate that the intent of the identification number was to identity a
specific device. The Committee agreed with the OIML interpretation of identification number information on printed
receipts. The Committee also believes an identification number is any combination of “alphanumeric characters that
give a unique identification of the transaction; if the combination of date, time, and seller information is not sufficient,
then an identification of the measuring system is to be added.” The Committee believes transaction information
appears on receipts, therefore, the item status was changed from informational to withdrawn.

337-4 VC T.1. (b) Tolerances, General and Table T.2. Accuracy Classes for Mass Flow Meter
Applications

(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)
Source: Southern Weights and Measures Association

Recommendation: Modify paragraph T.1.(b)Tolerances, General and Table T.2. Accuracy Classes for Mass Flow Meter
Applications, and add a New Accuracy Class 0.3A for asphalt to Table T.2.:

T. Tolerances

T.1. Tolerances, General.

(a) The tolerances apply equally to errors of underregistration and errors of
overregistration.

(b) The tolerances apply to all products at all temperatures between—10—€-to+50-C,
inelusive, measured at any flow rate within the rated measuring range of the meter.

T.2. Tolerances. - The tolerances for mass flow meters for specific liquids, gases, and

applications are listed in Table T.2.
(Amended 1994)

S&T-49



Specifications and Tolerances Committee

Table T.2. Accuracy Classes for Mass Flow Meter Applications

Accuracy Application or Commodity Being Acceptance Maintenance
Class Measured Tolerance Tolerance
0.3 Loading rack meters, vehicle-

tank meters, home heating oil,
heated products (except asphalt)
above 50 °C, asphalt below 50 0.2% 0.3%
°C, milk and other food
products, large capacity motor-
fuel dispensers (maximum
discharge flow rates greater than
100 L or 25 gallon per minute),
all other liquid applications not
shown in the table where the
minimum delivery is at least 700
kg (1500 1b)

=3
1)
>

Asphalt above 50 °C 0.3 0.3

0.5 Small capacity (retail) motor-
fuel disp rs, agri-chemical 0.3% 0.5%
liquids, all other liquid
applications not shown in the
table

1.0 Anhydrous ammonia, LP Gas
(including vehicle tank meters) 0.6% 1.0%

2.0 Compressed natural gas as a 1.5% 2.0%
motor fuel

2.5 Cryogenic liquid meters,
liquefied compressed gases other 1.5% 2.5%
than LP Gas

(Added 1994)

Discussion: Discussions at the 1998 meetings of the National Type Evaluation Technical Committee Measuring Sector
and Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA) show that there is confusion about which tolerances apply for
mass flow meters used to deliver asphalt paving material. SWMA'’s original proposal recommended a tolerance of 0.5
percent for asphalt applications, which appeared to be a tolerance used by various industry sectors. Currently, asphalt is
designated as Accuracy Class 0.3 with a 0.2 percent acceptance and 0.3 percent maintenance tolerance in the Mass Flow
Meter Code, which is consistent with tolerances in the Liquid-Measuring Devices Code for Other Liquids. Field officials
and manufacturers report that, due to the nature of the product, the scale division size of the reference standard, and the
influence of weather conditions on scale readings, the 0.3 Accuracy Class tolerances are very difficult to attain.

The Meter Manufacturers Association opposed the proposed tolerance of 0.5 percent because they are less stringent than
the tolerances for Liquid Measuring Devices in paragraph T.2.3.2. and vehicle scales.

The Committee changed the original text since there are two types of asphalt; one heated above 50 °C and another below
that temperature. The Committee also modified the original proposal to change the tolerances in Table T.2. for asphalt
applications from 0.5 percent to 0.3 percent because these tolerances are more appropriate based on the tolerances that are
required of competing technologies in the same application. The Committee also modified the text which addresses the
application for all other products outside the —10 to +50 °C range to clarify the types of products covered by the 0.3
Accuracy Class application.
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354 Taximeters Code
354-1 V S.1.9. Design of Recording Elements
(This item was adopted.)
Source: Northeastern Weights and Measures Association
Recommendation: Modify paragraph S.1.9. as follows:
Designate part (d) of the paragraph as non-retroactive. The proposed changes will read as follows:
S.1. 9 Dewgﬂ—ef—R-ec—ordmg—Elemenﬂ Recorded Representation. - A recording-element-shall-be
eeHipp 0 f aveled—and-fure: —a printed receipt issued from a
taxtmeter, whether through an mtegral or aegarate rewrdmg element, shall include the
as indications—th ccord-extra

@ date

(b) unique vehicle identification number, such as the medallion number, taxi number, vehicle
identification number (VIN) or permit number*

(c) start and end time of trip*
(d) distance traveled, maximum increment of 0.1 kilometer (0.1 mile)*
(e) farein§

() for multi-rate taximeters, each rate at which fare was computed and the associated fare at
that rate*

(g) additional charges where permitted such as extras, surcharge, telephone use, tip and tax

shall be identified and itemized*

(h) total fare in $ (total charge)*

[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1989.] *[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2000 |
(Added 1988)

Discussion: NEWMA noted that many taximeters are equipped with recording elements which record information
beyond the date, time, and fare which is required in current Handbook 44 paragraph S.1.9. The correct recording of
transaction information provides a deterrent to fraud. For instance, printed receipts which contain "distance traveled"
information discourages unnecessary detours. Many jurisdictions also require an assessment of taxes on each fare;
however, the receipt may not provide this information.

The Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA) was concerned that jurisdictions will consider the financial
impact of retrofitting devices and make exceptions to this requirement as the enforcement date approaches. Based on
similar occurrences where jurisdictions have granted exclusions, the CWMA recommended that the proposal become a
nonretroactive requirement.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association believes this proposal has merit; however, it needed input from the
taximeter manufacturers and Participating NTEP Laboratories.

Weights and Measures officials felt that taximeters could be classified as point-of-sales (POS) registers and, like other
POS applications, a printed receipt should be required.

The Committee believes that the requirement for additional ticket information has merit because of the complex fares and
options of today’s taximeters and the general unfamiliarity of customers with the basis for the fare. The Committee
believes there are numerous acceptable sources for the vehicle identification and included specific sources of that
information in paragraph (b). Initially, the Committee agreed that the proposed additional information should be a
retroactive requirement. In closed session at the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee discussed the difficulties
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jurisdictions and device operators encountered when retroactive requirements are enforced. The Committee agreed that
all the proposed recorded information, except for paragraph (a) date and (e) fare, should be added as nonretroactive
requirements.

3542 1 S.1.10. Non-Fare Information
Source: Northeastern Weights and Measures Association

Discussion: The Committee reviewed a proposal to add the following new paragraph S.1.10. Non-fare Information to the
Taximeter Code.

S.1.10. Non-fare Information. - The fare and extras displays may be used to display auxiliary
information provided the meter is in the vacant condition and such information is only displayed
for five seconds, or less. _If the information consists of a list of information, the list may be

displayed one item after another, provided that each item is displayed for five seconds, or less.

[Nonretroactive as of January 1, XXXX]

NTEP Participating Laboratories received requests to evaluate taximeters that are equipped with indicators which are
capable of using the fare and extra display to indicate other special features. Numerous special and optional features,
such as a clock or recall of vehicle/transaction statistical information (stats), are incorporated into the design of newer
electronic taximeters. There is concern that when customers see this information they may be confused about which
values represent the fares and extras. To avoid confusion about the displayed values, the proposed new paragraph S.1.10.
would limit the display of special feature information to: (1) 5 seconds or less, and (2) only when the taximeter is cleared
(not registering, vacant). For taximeters which are capable of displaying vehicle or transaction stats, the instrument may
scroll through the statistics; however, the display of each stat is limited to five seconds.

The Central Weights and Measures Association supported this proposal as it is written.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association believes this proposal has merit; however, the proposed changes to the
Taximeter Code need to be clarified by the taximeter manufacturers and Participating NTEP Laboratories.

During the 1999 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard questions about whether or not it is necessary for the meter to be
in the vacant mode when displaying non-fare information. NEWMA representatives indicated concern because the next
customer who enters the vehicle may assume the non-fare information represents some part of their transaction. Industry
representatives indicated that the proposed length of time is too short to record or tabulate displayed information.
Consequently, the Committee made this an informational item to allow additional study on the time limits.

During the 1999 Annual Meeting, the Committee agreed that when a taximeter is not in use, auxiliary information may be
displayed; however, displays are examined on an individual basis to ensure all information is clear, appropriate, and do
not facilitate fraud. The Committee heard comments that the proposed time limit of 5 seconds is not sufficient to view the
information. The Committee asks that interested parties and members of the taxi industry provide input on alternative
time limits.
354-3 VC S.1.9.1. Multiple Recorded Representations, S.1.9.1.1. Duplicate Receipts

(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)
Source: Northeastern Weights and Measures Association NEWMA)

Recommendation: Add a new paragraph S.1.9.1. Duplicate Receipts:

S8.1.9.1.1. Duplicate Receipts. - A recording element may produce a duplicate receipt for the

exception of time issued. The duplicate receipt shall include the words “duplicate” or “copy.”
The feature to print a duplicate receipt shall be deactivated at the time the meter is hired for the
next fare.

[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2000]

Discussion: NEWMA found that there are taximeter recording elements which can print duplicate receipts.
Manufacturers indicated that this is necessary because paper jams result in unusable receipts. The NEWMA
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recommendation required that this feature be operable only when the information on the duplicate receipt is identical to
that of the original transaction. Additionally, the proposal recommended that this function be deactivated at the start of
the next fare.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association noted this proposal has merit; however, SWMA believes the taximeter
manufacturers and NTEP Participating Laboratories needed to clarify the need for the proposed changes.

The Committee noted that the ability to print duplicate receipts is not limited to taximeters and does exist in a variety of
devices. To ensure that duplicate receipts do not facilitate fraud, printers should indicate that the ticket is a “duplicate.”
Therefore, the Committee recommended that the NCWM adopt this paragraph and a similar proposal be added to the
General Code (see Item 310-3.)

The Committee understood that the time printed on the initial and duplicate receipts will vary because of the different
times when the printing might occur.

3544 1 S.5. Provisions for Security
Source: Northeastern Weights and Measures Association NEWMA)

Discussion: The Committee discussed a proposal to make the following modifications to paragraph S.5. Provision for
Security Seals.

S.5. Provision for Security Seals. - Adequate provision shall be made for—affixing to provide
security sealste for a taximeter. Security may be provided either by:

(a) _Affixing security seals to the taximeter and to all other parts components required for service
operation of a complete installation on a vehicle, so that no adjustments, alterations, or
replacements affecting accuracy or indications of the device or the assembly can be made without
mutilating the seal or seals; or

(b) Using a combination of security seals described in paragraph (a). and., in the case of a
component that may be removed from a vehicle (e.g.. slide mounting the taximeter), providing a
physical or electronic link between components affecting accuracy or indications of the device to
ensure that its performance is not affected and operation is only permitted with those components
having the same unique properties.

The sealing means shall be such that it is not necessary to disassemble or remove any part of the
device or of the vehicle to apply or inspect the seals.
(Amended 1988)

NEWMA noted that many taximeters are mounted on a slide bracket permitting easy removal of the meter, and providing
for safe overnight storage. This type of mount conflicts with the requirements in paragraph S.5. Provisions for Security
Seals. The “slide-mount” installation also allows taximeters to be installed in vehicles other than the vehicle where it was
calibrated. The necessity to provide taximeters with anti-theft features is understandable; however, no security feature
should affect the integrity of the measurement process. Therefore, it was recommended that S.5. be modified to recognize
that either: (1) a taximeter may be permanently attached to a vehicle such that there must be a physical security seal; or
(2) the taximeter component may be removable requiring an electronic seal that permits operation with only one specific
vehicle or bracket. NEWMA recommended that this proposal be a retroactive requirement applicable to all taximeters.

The Central Weights and Measures Association supported the original NEWMA proposal. NEWMA originally proposed
the following changes to paragraph S.5:

S.5. Provision for Security Seals. - Adequate provision shall be made to provide security for the
taximeter, either by fer affixing security seals to a taximeter and to other parts required for service
operation of a complete installation on a vehicle, so that no adjustments, alterations, or
replacements affecting accuracy or indications of the device or the assembly can be made without
mutilating of the seal or seals or by providing a physical or electronic link between components
affecting accuracy or indications of the device or assembly which permits operation of the device
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(Amended 1998)

The Southern Weights and Measures Association noted that this proposal has merit; however, they asked that taximeter
manufacturers and Participating NTEP Laboratories provide input to clarify the exact need for the proposed changes to
the Taximeter Code.

The Committee believes that technology to meet the electronic sealing requirements in the proposal is available. The
sealing technology is similar to that used to prevent theft of car and home radios. Devices are programmed to recognize
specific codes and to interface only with selected components. The Committee is uncertain how device repairs can be
conducted without compromising the security, unless the meter is returned to the factory for reprogramming. There are
also concerns that taximeters will be installed without being calibrated. Based on these comments and to allow for
additional input on these issues, the Committee made this an informational item.

3545 1 S.6. (b) Power Interruption, Electronic Taximeters
Source: Northeastern Weights and Measures Association (NEWMA)

Discussion: The Committee considered the following proposal to modify paragraph S.6. (b) Power Interruption,
Electronic Taximeters.

S.6. Power Interruption, Electronic Taximeters.

(a) After a power interruption of 3 seconds or less, the fare and extras indications shall return
to the previously displayed indications and may be susceptible to advancement without the
taximeter being cleared.

b) After a power interruption exceeding 3 seconds, the fare and extras indications shall
return to the previously displayed indications and shall not be susceptible to advancement until the
taximeter is cleared.

After restorallan of power /ollowmg an mterruptlon exceedmg 3 seconds, the pr evzousl)g displayed
e splayed ] / e s g d

and the taximeter return to the vacant condition. *

*[Nonretroactive as of January 1, XXXX]

[Effective and nonretroactive as of January 1, 1994. Retroactive after January 1, 1999.]
(Added 1988)(Amended 1989 and 1990)

The requirement for long-term power interruption in paragraph S.6.(b) has no limits on how long the indications must be
displayed after a power loss. There is concern that the next customers who enter the vehicle may assume the previous
transaction information returning to the display screen after a power loss represents some part of their transaction.
NEWMA recommended a limit on the time a previous fare is displayed when power returns.

During the 1999 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard comments that, unlike other devices which rely on the local utility
for uninterrupted operation, taximeters depend on the vehicle battery for a power source. The Committee recognized the
likelihood of an unintentional power interruption is less for taximeters; however, taximeters must not be installed or
designed so that power interruption is a selectable feature. Based on these comments, the Committee gave this item
informational status to allow additional time for input from weights and measures officials and the taximeter industry.
354-6 VC UR.3. Statement of Rates

(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)

Source: Northeastern Weights and Measures Association NEWMA)

Recommendation: Modify paragraph UR.3. Statement of Rates as follows:
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UR.3. Statement of Rates. - The distance and time rates for which a taximeter is set, including the
initial distance interval and the initial time interval, the local tax rate, and the schedule of extras
when an extras indication is provided, shall be conspicuously displayed inside the front and rear
passenger compartments. The words "Rate," "Rates," or "Rates of Fare" shall precede the rate
statement. The rate statement shall be fully informative, self-explanatory, and readily
understandable by the ordinary passenger, and shall either be of a permanent character or be
protected by glass or other suitable transparent material. (Amended 1977, 1988, and 1990)

Discussion: Many jurisdictions assess a sales tax on taximeter transactions. NEWMA proposed that paragraph UR.3. be
modified to require tax rate information to be conspicuously displayed along with other information that affects the final
transaction amount. NEWMA also recommended that the recording element record the tax information. (See Item 354-

1).
The Committee reviewed the definition of extras, which encompasses charges that are in addition to the fare. The
definition does not mention taxes based on the fare or other charges. Tax rates apply during or after the fare has ended.
The Committee felt that it is important that the customer have all the transaction information available prior to the start of
the fare. Consequently, the Committee recommended adopting changes as noted.
354-7 W UR.4. Return of Indicating and Recording Elements to Zero Condition

(This item was withdrawn.)
(This item was added to the Committee’s agenda as a result of discussions during the Interim Meeting.)

Source: Specifications and Tolerances Committee

Discussion: The Committee reviewed the following proposal to add new paragraph UR.4. Return of Indications and
Recording Elements to Zero Condition to the Taximeter Code.

UR.4. Return of Indicating and Recording Elements to Zero — On any taximeters, the primary

indicating element, and recording element if so equipped, shall return to a zero condition before the
start of a fare.

After discussing the retention of the fare after a power loss, the Committee discussed an additional requirement to ensure
that taximeters start each new fare at zero. The proposal for taximeter indications to return to a zero condition is
consistent with the requirement in other code sections for the primary indicating and recording element to return to zero.
The Committee noted that taximeters are designed to start with the initial drop fare; therefore, the proposal to start at zero
is not an appropriate requirement for this type of device. Therefore, the Committee changed the item from informational
to withdrawn status.

357 Near-Infrared Grain Analyzers — Tentative Code
357-1 VC Near-Infrared Grain Analyzers — Tentative Code; Retroactive Dates

(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)

Source: Near-Infrared Grain (NIR) Analyzer Sector

Recommendation: Remove all retroactive dates and change the effective date for all January 1, 2000 nonretroactive
dates to January 1, 2002.

Discussion: The following discussion is excerpted from the 1998 Sector Summary.
At the 1997 Sector meeting, members raised questions regarding the January 1, 2000 enforcement dates and the January

1, 2005 retroactive dates in the Tentative Code. The Sector had previously agreed that effective dates could be changed if
necessary.
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The Sector was reminded that the NIR Analyzer Code is still "tentative" having only trial or experimental status and not
intended to be enforced. The requirements are designed for study prior to developing and adopting of a final Code.
Except for a study conducted by Nebraska, the Sector has not received feedback from the weights and measures
community on the practical experience of field inspections using the tentative code. The Sector agreed that the increasing
number of instruments coming into the field creates a need for requirements to regulate NIR Analyzers. This is an ideal
time for States to actively study the code to determine if it needs modification before the Sector recommends upgrade to a
permanent code.

Weights and measures representatives expressed a need for additional training in using the various models of NIR
analyzers they might encounter in field testing. The ability to verify calibrations is especially important. Many of the
devices in the field predate the Tentative Code and do not have some of the features which the Code requires (such as the
ability to print the calibration identifier on the results ticket).

The Sector generally agreed they should focus on moving the Code from "tentative" to "permanent” status regardless of
the NTEP program moving forward. Most members agreed that, unless retroactive dates were removed, the NCWM
would not accept the Code as permanent. The nonretroactive date of January 1, 2000 was thought to be premature
because thorough study of the tentative code will not be completed until late 1999. Members were reluctant to suggest a
date that would be too far in the future believing that it is important to have an enforceable code as soon as possible.

The Sector unanimously agreed that retroactive dates should be removed and that the nonretroactive date of January 1,
2000, should be changed to January 1, 2002.

The Central and Northeastern Weights and Measures Associations supported this proposal.

The Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA) recognized that the effective dates are approaching while the
code still has a tentative status. SWMA supported this proposal.

The Committee heard no unfavorable comments on this issue.
357-2 1 Near-Infrared Grain Analyzer; Indication of Additional Constituent Values
Source: Near-Infrared Grain Analyzer Sector

Discussion: The Committee reviewed the following proposal to modify the Near-Infrared Grain (NIR) Analyzer Code to
recognize tests for corn protein, oil, and starch, barley protein, and soybean protein and oil.

S.1. Design of Indicating, Recording, and Measuring Elements.

S.1.1. Digital Indications and Recording Elements.

(a) Analyzers shall be equipped with a digital indicating element.

(b) The minimum height for the digits used to display constituent values shall be 10 mm.

(c) Analyzers shall be equipped with a communication interface that permits interfacing with
a recording element and transmitting the date, grain type or class, constituent values, and

calibration version identification.

(d) A digital indicating element shall not display, and a recording element shall not record,
any constituent value before the end of the measurement cycle.

(e) Wheat i Lall b, ded. d dicnl, > ; 2l
reat-protett HH-DeFeCOraeaaRa-aisprayead—as-percent-protethieported—on—a
b,

]

sttt istwre—basis—of 12percent—wet—basis. Constituent _content shall be recorded and
displayed as percent of total mass using the moisture basis specified in Table S.1.1.(e).

o An analyzer shall not display or record any constituent value that is beyond the operating
range of the device unless the constituent value representation includes a clear error indication
(and recorded error message with the recorded representation).
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[Nonretroactive and effective as of January 1, 2000. To become retroactive as of January 1,
2005.]

S8.1.2. Selecting Grain Class and Constituent. - Provision shall be made for selecting, and
recording the type or class of grain and the c s) to be ed. The means to select
the grain type or class and constituent(s) shall be readily visible and the type or class of grain
and constituent(s) selected shall be clearly and definitely identified in letters (such as HRWW,
HRSW, etc. or PROT, etc.). A symbol to identify the display of the type or class of grain and
constituent(s) selected is permitted provided that it is clearly defined adjacent to the display.
Minimum acceptable abbreviations are listed in Table S.1.2. Meters shall have the capability (i.e.,
display capacity) of indicating the grain type using a minimum of four characters in order to

accommodate the abbreviations listed in Table S.1.2.
[Nonretroactive and effective as of January 1, 2000. To become retroactive January 1, 2005.]

Add a new Table S.1.1.(e) Constant Moisture Basis for Constituent Display and Recording:

Table S.1.1.(e) Constant Moisture Basis for Constituent Display and Recording
Grain Type or Class Constituent(s Moisture Basis
Durum Wheat, Hard Red Spring Protein 12 percent
Wheat, Hard Red Winter Wheat, Hard
White Wheat, Soft Red Winter
Wheat, Soft White Wheat
Soybeans Protein 13 percent
Oil
Two-rowed Barley Protein 0 percent (dry basis
Six-rowed Barley
Corn Protein 0 percent (dry basis)
Oil
Starch

Modify Table S.1.2. Grain Types Considered for Type Evaluation and Calibration and Minimum Acceptable

Abbreviations:
Table S.1.2. Grain Types Considered for Type Evaluation
and Calibration
and Minimum Acceptable Abbreviations
Grain Type Minimum Acceptable Abbreviation

Durum Wheat DURW
Hard Red Spring Wheat HRSW
Hard Red Winter Wheat HRWW
Hard White Wheat HDWW
Soft Red Winter Wheat SRWW
Soft White Wheat SWW
Soybeans SOYB
Two-rowed Barley TRB
Six-rowed Barley SRB
Corn CORN

Modify paragraphs N.1.1. Field Inspection and N.1.2. Standard Reference Samples, Wheat:

N.1. Testing Procedures.

N.1.1. Field Inspection. - Whole grain samples shall be used as the official field inspection

standards. Five samples per grain type or class shall be used to check instrument performance.
Each sample will be analyzed once. One of the samples will be analyzed an additional four times
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to test instrument repeatability. For ground grain instruments, the ground sample will be repacked
four times. A new grind is not required.

Wheatprotein Constituent values shall be assigned to test samples by the Grain Inspection, Packers
and Stockyards Administration (GIPSA). Tolerances shall be applied to individual sample
measurements, the average of individual measurements on each of the five test samples, and the
maximum difference (range) in results for five analyses on one of the test samples.

N.1.2. Standard Reference Samples, Wheat. -Reference samples used for field inspection purposes
shall be clean and selected to reasonably represent the constituent range. These samples shall be
selected such that the difference between wheat—protein constituent values obtained using the
GIPSA standard reference method and an official GIPSA NIR wheatprotein grain analyzer does
not exceed 83 one-half of the acceptance tolerance shown in Table T.2. for individual test samples
or 845 0.375 times the acceptance tolerance shown for the average of five samples.

Modify Table T.2. to read as follows:

Table T.2. Acceptance and Maintenance Tolerances for NIR Wheat
Protein Grain Analyzers
Type of Grain Constituent Individual | Average for [ Range for Five
Samples Five Retests
(percent) Samples (percent)
(percent)
Durum Wheat, Hard Red
Spring Wheat, Hard Red
Winter Wheat, Hard White
Wheat, Soft Red Winter protein 0.60 0.40 0.40
Wheat, Soft White Wheat
Soybeans protein 0.80 0.60 0.60
oil 0.70 0.50 0.50
Two-rowed Barley protein 0.70 0.50 0.50
Six-rowed Barley
Corn protein 0.80 0.60 0.60
oil 0.70 0.50 0.50
starch 1.00 0.80 0.80

Weights and measures representatives to the NIR Analyzer Sector reported that NIR Analyzers are beginning to appear in
their jurisdictions. Much of the commercial usage is for corn and soybeans, which the present tentative code does not
address. Grain industry representatives report that the industry increasingly contracts directly with the producer to obtain
“enhanced value” grains. A growing demand for measuring protein and oil in multiple grain types exists.

Because an increasing number of NIR analyzers are being used commercially for grains not presently covered by the
code, the Sector decided that it should modify the tentative code to cover additional grains as outlined in the
recommendation above. Because the certification date for the NIR NTEP Lab has been indefinitely delayed, deciding
how these additional grains should be handled in type approval was indefinitely postponed.

The Sector reviewed proposed changes to the NIR Analyzer Tentative Code to cover additional grains and oil seeds. Due
to calibration difficulty, sunflower seed (oil type) was dropped from being considered at this time. The Sector noted that
the proposed tolerances are roughly two times the standard deviation of the errors Grain Inspection, Packers and
Stockyards Administration (GIPSA) has observed in their tests. A tolerance equivalent to three times the standard
deviation was not used because reference samples will be prescreened to eliminate any which differ from the reference
method by more than one-half of the acceptance tolerance when tested on an official GIPSA NIR grain analyzer (see
Handbook 44 paragraph N.1.2.).

Based on industry comments that the requirements may be premature, the Committee gave this issue informational status.
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358 Multiple Dimension Measuring Devices Code
358-1 VC T.7. Electric Power Supply
(This item was adopted as part of the consent calendar.)
Source: Multiple Dimension Measuring Devices Working Group
Recommendation: Add a new paragraph to read as follows:

T.7. Electric Power Supply. - Battery-operated instruments shall not indicate nor record
values outside the applicable tolerance limits when battery power output is excessive or
deficient.

Discussion: During its August 1998 meeting, the Multiple Dimension Measuring Devices (MDMD) Work Group
expressed concern about the accuracy of low battery indications on devices which are capable of indicating when the
battery power is not at optimal power levels. The work group proposed a requirement similar to power supply
requirements found in other Handbook 44 codes (Sections 2.20, 2.22 and 2.24, paragraphs T.N.8.3.1.(b), T.7.3.1.(b) and
T.7.3.1.(b) respectively).

The Central Weights and Measures Association (CWMA) acknowledged that several codes have this requirement;
therefore, it may be appropriate to make this a general code requirement. CWMA also noted that the wording should be
changed to clarify the intent of the requirement.

The Northeastern and Southern Weights and Measures Associations supported this proposal as written.

The Committee felt the proposal was consistent with the power requirements in other code sections for devices equipped
with similar power sources. The Committee heard no unfavorable comments on this issue; therefore, it recommended this
item for a vote.

360 Other Items

360-1 1 Revise NIST Handbook 44

Source: Southern Weights and Measures Association (SWMA)

Discussion: The Committee held a lengthy discussion about a special project proposed to revise NIST Handbook 44
Specifications, Tolerances, and Other Technical Requirements for Weighing and Measuring Devices.

SWMA recommended that work should begin to: (1) create a format that is easy to reference; (2) address newer
technology; (3) facilitate uniform interpretation of the Handbook 44 requirements; and (4) be more user friendly. During
the revision process, the SWMA asks that no restrictions be placed on how Handbook 44 is reformatted. The SWMA
heard concerns about the difficulty that all levels of weights and measures officials and industry representatives have with
interpreting Handbook 44. Therefore, the SWMA encouraged the NCWM S&T Committee to forward this proposal to
the NCWM Board of Directors.

The Meter Manufacturers Association (MMA) supported revision of Handbook 44. The MMA recommended (1) funding
be committed by the NCWM, (2) deadlines be established, (3) a project leader be assigned to each code section, (4)
working committees be formed to consist of representatives of NIST, weights and measures officials representing each
region, manufacturers, and end users of various technologies. The MMA felt that Handbook 44 should be (1) neutral to
specific technologies, (b) follow a uniform format in all code sections, and (3) contain only specifications, notes, and user
requirements. MMA believes technology related performance and all other issues should be addressed in Publication 14,
National Type Evaluation Program Administrative Procedures, Technical Policy, Checklists, and Test Procedures.

The Committee asks that the NCWM Board of Directors (BOD) expedite the work to revise Handbook 44. The
Committee believes that the BOD should first establish an acceptable format for Handbook 44. The Committee
encourages the BOD to dedicate sufficient resources to accomplish this specific task. Additionally, the Committee
recommends selecting a group or groups which represent all regional weights and measures associations, industry, and
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Canada. The Committee cautioned that the group(s) selected should be of an optimal size to complete the task. Based on
Committee members’ work on other NCWM projects, they estimated that the group devote at minimum the equivalent of
4 total weeks to the task.

At the Committee’s recommendation, the BOD appointed a work group to begin work to revise Handbook 44. In
September 1999, the group, chaired by Ron Murdock, North Carolina, will meet at the Technical Meeting of the Western
Weights and Measures Association in Olympia, Washington.

3602 1 International Organization of Legal Metrology (OIML) Report

At the July 1999 NCWM Annual Meeting, Deborah M. Ripley, NIST Technical Standards Activities (NIST-TSA),
provided a report containing an update of the International Organization of Legal Metrology (OIML), and Asian-Pacific
Legal Metrology Forum (APLMF) activities, and other international activities that are generally within the S & T
Committee’s purview. This report is found in Appendix A. For more information contact: Deborah M. Ripley by mail at
NIST, 100 Bureau Drive STOP 2150, Gaithersburg, Maryland 20899; by telephone at 301-975-4859; by fax at 301-926-
1559; or by E-mail at deborah.ripley@nist.gov. For additional information view the OIML web site at
http://www.oiml.org/.

Darryl L. Brown, lowa, Chairman

Mark Coyne, City of Brockton, Massachusetts
Monty H. Hopper, Kern County, California
George S. Shefcheck, Oregon

Richard W. Wotthlie, Maryland

Ted Kingsbury, Canada, Technical Advisor
Juana Williams, NIST, Technical Advisor

Committee on Specifications and Tolerances
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Appendix A (Item 360-2)
OIML Activities Report

The OIML work program is organized into Technical Committees (TC) and Subcommittees (SC). There are two
categories of OIML publications: (1) International Recommendations (R Document) which are model regulations that
establish metrological characteristics and methods for assessing equipment conformity; and (2) International Documents
(D Document) which are informative and intended to improve the work of metrological organizations. Initially a working
draft (WD) is developed, next the document becomes a committee draft (CD), which is then followed by a draft revision
(DR). The OIML Activities Report also covers the status of National Working Groups (NWG) and International Working
Groups (IWG) in progress.

OIML SYMPOSIUM ON SOFTWARE

During October 1998, the International Committee on Legal Metrology (CIML) met in Seoul, Korea. The CIML voted to
organize a special program to invite papers on software focusing on measuring instruments. The papers will be presented
on September 30 and October 1, 1999, in Paris, France. For more information contact:

J. F. Magana

Sous-Directeur de la Métrologie

Ministére de I'Economie, des Finances et de I'Industrie
22, rue Monge

75005 Paris

Tel.: 33-(0)1-43 19 51 40

Fax: 33-(0)1-43 19 51 36

E-mail: jean-francois.magana@indU.S.trie.gouv.ft.
URL: http://www.ensmp.fr/indU.S.trie/darpmi/sdm

INSTRUMENTS FOR MEASURING MASS AND DENSITY (TC 9)
(RESPONSIBILITY United States)

WEIGHTS
TC9/SC3 R 111 Weights of classes El, E2, F1, F2, M1, M2, and M3 (responsibility United States)

Status: R 33 "Conventional Value of the Result of Weighing in Air" is scheduled for withdrawal. A task group
composed of the United States, France, and Germany will review and republish R 33 as a D document. The United States,
France, and Germany will meet September 29, 1999 in Paris, France to develop the D document. Relevant sections of
R 33 have been incorporated into R 111.

R 47 "Standard Weights for Testing of High Capacity Weighing Machines" is scheduled for withdrawal. The contents of
R 47 have been incorporated into R 111.

R 52 "Hexagonal Weights (Ordinary Accuracy Class from 100 g to 50 g)" is scheduled for withdrawal. The contents of
R 52 have been incorporated into R 111.

R 111 First Committee Draft (1 CD) Revision was prepared by the Secretariat (U.S.) and sent to the International
Working Group (IWG) and the U.S. National Working Group (U.S./NWG) for comments. Comments on the 1* CD
Revision were due back June 30, 1999. The Secretariat is currently collating the comments and will prepare a response.
A 2™ CD will be prepared, based on the Secretariat’s response to those comments.

LOAD CELLS
TC9 R60  Metrological Regulation for Load Cells (responsibility United States)

Status: In July 1998 at the NCWM Annual Meeting, a National Working Group Meeting was held in Portland, Oregon.
Because there were no major issues with the 3rd CD of R 60, the Secretariat renamed the document to the First Draft
Revision or 1% Draft Revision (DR) of R60. In August 1998, the 1% DR of R60 was sent to the Bureau of International
Legal Metrology (BIML). BIML distributed the draft revision to the CIML and requested comments by the end of
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January 1999. The comments were distributed to the Secretariat (U. S.). The Secretariat distributed those comments to
the U.S/NWG. A 2™ DR of R 60 along with responses to the CIML comments were prepared and sent to BIML. The
2nd DR of R 60 has been incorporated into the 34th Meeting of the CIML, Item 11.3 for an approval of draft
Recommendations.

On July 25, 1999, at the NCWM Annual Meeting, the U.S./NWG was scheduled to meet in Burlington, VT meeting to
update the NWG on the Status of R 60.

NONAUTOMATIC WEIGHING INSTRUMENTS
TC9/SC 1 R 76 Nonautomatic Weighing Instruments (responsibility Germany/France)

Status: On February 4, 1999 at the NCWM Interim Meeting, an U.S/NWG Meeting was held to discuss issues
presented by participants.

On July 25, 1999 at the NCWM Annual Meeting, a U.S./NWG meeting was held in Burlington, VT.

AUTOMATIC WEIGHING INSTRUMENTS (Responsibility United Kingdom)
TC9/SC2 In-Motion Road Vehicle Weighing Instruments

Status: The last International Working Group (IWG) meeting was held in July 1997 to discuss the 2" CD. In September
1998, concerns were raised on the Report on the Investigation into Test Procedures for In-Motion Road Vehicle Weighing
Instruments and a Ballot Form on the report. Ballots were required to be returned to the U.K. by October 15, 1998.

In March, the U.S. received six items from the Secretariat (U.K.) on "Automatic Instruments for Weighing Road Vehicles
in Motion." The items were as follows: (1) the 3rd CD (Part A); (2) September 1998 Ballot results; (3) September 1998
collated comments; (4) the Voting Form on the 3rd CD; (5) Ballot A; and (6) Ballot B.

Ballots A and B, and any comments on the above enclosures were to be returned by mail or fax by May 1, 1999. Few
comments were received. The U.S. voted ‘YES" on the following:

(1) Question one, whether to draft the document in two parts (Part A for instruments which are approved for total vehicle
weight only and Part B for additional requirements for indicating axle and axle group weights);

(2) Question two, whether there is a need for requirements for approved instruments to indicate axle and axle group
weights. This was Ballot A; and

(3) 3rd CD (Ballot B)

The U.S. commented that it interprets that the 3rd CD does not preclude using an instrument, which is based on the
summation of axle group loads when the total vehicle is proper and Part B is developed. However, the U.S.
recommended deleting section 2.6 of the draft because it states, "if an instrument is capable of indicating individual axle
loads and/or axle group loads, it shall clearly indicate that these values shall not be used for trade or enforcement.”
Requirements from ASTM E 1318-94 Standard were also submitted. The U.S. Federal Highway Administration uses
ASTM E1318 standard, which defines four categories of Weighing In-Motion usage: Type 1 through Type 4. Type 4 is
for low speeds of 0 to 10 mph, and corresponds to the OIML draft. ASTM E 1318 allows total vehicle weight as well as
axle weight.

SC2  The Secretariat is reviewing and will revise the following Recommendations:

R 50-1Continuous Totalizing Automatic Weighing Instruments (beltweighers). Part 1: Metrological
and Technical Requirements - Tests;

R 50-2 Continuous Totalizing Automatic Weighing Instruments (beltweighers). Part 2: Test Report
Format;

R 51-1 Automatic Catchweighing Instruments. Part 1: Metrological And Technical Requirements -
Tests;

R 51-2 Automatic Catchweighing Instruments. Part 2: Test Report Format;

R 61-1 Gravimetric Filling Machines. Part 1: Metrological and Technical Requirements - Tests;
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R 61-2 Gravimetric Filling Machines. Part 2: Test Report Format;
R 106-1Automatic Rail Weighbridges, Part 1: Metrological and Technical Requirements - Tests;
R 106-2 Automatic Rail Weighbridges, Part 2:Test Report Format;

R 107-1 Discontinuous Totalizing Automatic Weighing Instruments (totalizing hopper weighers),
Part 1: Metrological and Technical Requirements - Tests; and

R 107-2 Discontinuous Totalizing Automatic Weighing Instruments (totalizing hopper weighers)
Part 2: Test Report Format.

MEASURING INSTRUMENTS FOR LENGTH AND
ASSOCIATED QUANTITIES (TC 7)
(RESPONSIBILITY UK)

DIMENSIONAL MEASURING INSTRUMENTS
TC7/SC5 Dimensional Measuring Instruments (responsibility Australia)

Background: OIML TC 9/SC 5 is responsible for developing and maintaining international recommendations and
documents concerning dimensional measuring instruments. On October 28-30, 1996, the last IWG meeting was
convened in the U.S. at NIST to finalize the Recommendation. In February 1997, the minutes from that meeting were
distributed to the U.S. NWG. Based on decisions and comments made at the IWG meeting, the Secretariat drafted the 34
CD and distributed it to the IWG in November 1997. This draft was distributed to the U.S. NWG for review, comment,
and vote. In January 1998, a NWG meeting was held at the NCWM Interim Meeting. The U.S. expressed its position on
the issues and later concluded that the group should concentrate on the CD Canada’s proposed additions to the 3™ CD
distributed to the group. However, Australia made no comments on Canada’s proposals.

Status: In November 1998, the Secretariat (Australia) sent the first Draft Recommendation (Ist DR) on Multi-
dimensional Measuring Instruments to BIML. This Ist DR was distributed to the CIML members along with the results
of the IWG vote. This draft was distributed to the U.S./NWG for vote and comment. Based on the U.S./NWG vote and
comments, the U.S. formulated a position and sent it to BIML. The U.S. voted "FOR" the DR. Canada, France, and
Germany voted "NO" on the DR. The DR was returned to Australia to address the concerns of Canada, France, and
Germany. This DR has been incorporated into the 34th Meeting of the International Committee of Legal Metrology, Item
11.3 Approval of Draft Recommendations along with the results of the mailed ballot, other comments received, and the
Secretariat's responses to those comments.

In February 1999, the Secretariat (Australia) distributed the first Committee Draft (1st CD) of the Format of the Test
Report to the IWG for vote and comment. This document was forwarded to the U.S./NWG for vote and comments, and
were due back to NIST by April 23, 1999. No comments were received. The U.S. voted "NO" on the Format of the Test
Report because there were many inconsistencies within the main body of the Recommendation.

MEASUREMENT OF QUANTITIES OF FLUIDS (TC 8)
(Responsibility Switzerland)

Status: On February 12, 1999, an International Working Group meeting was held in Wabern, Switzerland. The
following Recommendations were discussed:

R4 Volumetric Flasks (one mark) in Glass;

R29 Capacity Serving Measures;

R40 Standard Graduated Pipettes for Verification Officers;

R41 Standard Burettes for Verification Officers;

R43 Standard Graduated Glass Flasks for Verification Officers;
R45 Casks and Barrels; and

R96 Measuring Container Bottles

The IWG agreed to combine the following Recommendations into one Recommendation entitled "Vessels for Public
Use":

R4 Volumetric Flasks (one mark) In Glass;
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R29 Capacity Serving Measures;

R43 Standard Graduated Glass Flasks for Verification Officers;
R45 Casks and Barrels; and

R96 Measuring Container Bottles

The first working draft (Ist WD) of this recommendation has been completed (by the U.S.) and forwarded to the
Secretariat (Switzerland).

STATIC VOLUME MEASUREMENT (SC 1)
TC8/SC 1 Installations for Gauging Road and Rail Tankers (responsibility vacant)

Status: No activity

STATIC MASS MEASUREMENT (SC 2)
TC 8/SC 2 R 125 Test Report for the Evaluation of Mass Measuring Systems for Liquids in Tankers
(responsibility Australia)

Status: No activity

DYNAMIC VOLUME MEASUREMENT (LIQUIDS OTHER THAN WATER)(SC 3)
TC8/SC3 R 117  Measuring Systems for Liquids Other than Water (responsibility Germany)

Status: See Status of R 105. On July 25, 1999 at the NCWM Annual Meeting, a U.S/NWG meeting was held in
Burlington, VT.

TC8/SC3 R 118 Test Procedures and Report Format for Pattern Evaluation of Fuel Dispensers for Motor
Vehicles (responsibility Germany)

Status: A Draft Revision (DR) of Recommendation R 118 was received May 28, 1999, and distributed to the
U.S/NWG. NWG comments and vote were due back July 9, 1999. Few comments were received. BIML issued a letter
stating that several Participating-Members of TC 8/SC 3 disagreed over the BIML procedure taken on the revision of
R 118. R 118 did not follow the conventional stages of development starting as a WD to CD and then becoming a DR.
The mail vote for R 118 has been canceled; however, comments are requested to be submitted by September 15, 1999.
Comments will be collated and reviewed and will be the basis for an IWG meeting.

On July 25, 1999 at the NCWM Annual Meeting, , an U.S./NWG meeting was held in Burlington, VT.

DYNAMIC MASS MEASUREMENT (LIQUIDS OTHER THAN WATER) (SC 4)
TC 8/SC 4 R 105 Direct Mass Flow Measuring Systems for Quantities of Liquid (responsibility United States)

Status: On February 4, 1999 at the NCWM Interim Meeting, a Working Draft (WD) was distributed to the U.S./NWG
for discussion in Albuquerque, NM. However, Dr. Mencke, PTB, expressed his belief that R 105 should be merged into
R 117. The U.S/NWG agreed to meet with Dr. Mencke in Switzerland, February 12, 1999, and review the merger
proposal. The U.S./NWG also agreed that there would be no decision made until the U.S./NWG had an opportunity to
review the differences between the two recommendations.

On July 25, 1999, at the NCWM Annual Meeting, an U.S./NWG meeting was scheduled to discuss the differences.

WATER METERS (SC 5)
TC8/SCS5 R49  Water Meters Intended for the Metering of Cold Potable Water (responsibility United
Kingdom)

Status: 4 CD  4th Committee Draft Revision of R 49 Cold Water Meters.

1CD Ist Committee Draft Revision of R 49 including supplementary requirements for water meters with
electronic devices.

1 WD Working draft of the Format of the Test Report.
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TC8/SCS5 R 72  Hot Water Meters (responsibility United Kingdom)

Status: R 49 is on hold until issues are resolved; R72 will likely be merged with R 49.

CRYOGENIC LIQUIDS (SC 6)

TC 8/SC6 R 81  Dynamic Measuring Devices and Systems for Cryogenic Liquids (responsibility United States)
Status: R 81-1 Dynamic Measuring Devices and Systems for Cryogenic Liquids (including tables of density for

liquid argon, helium, hydrogen, nitrogen and oxygen), Part 1: Metrological and Technical Requirements - Tests. The
document has been published and is currently available from BIML.

R 81-2 Dynamic Measuring Devices and Systems for Cryogenic Liquids Part 2: Test Report Format has been distributed
to the CIML and comments were received. The Secretariat is currently editing the draft, and considering the comments
received. When the Secretariat completes its work, the Recommendation will be sent to BIML for publication.

GAS METERING (SC 7)
TC8/SC7 Measuring Systems for Gaseous Fuel (responsibility Belgium)

Status: On February 8-11, 1999, an IWG meeting of TC 8/SC 7 was held to discuss the working draft (3rd version)
distributed for comment, in Brussels, Belgium.

At their Winter Committee Meetings in San Antonio, Texas, the American Gas Association hosted a U.S./NWG meeting.
A summary of the February 1999 IWG meeting was presented. The U.S./NWG was able to review some of the
Secretariat’s responses to their comments on the 3rd version.

No information on the February 1999 meeting or draft Recommendation has been received from the Secretariat; although
a tentative IWG meeting is scheduled for April 2000 in Paris, France.

TC 8/SC 7 Compressed Natural Gas for Vehicles (responsibility Belgium)

Status: On December 18, 1998, a working draft (WD) titled "Preparatory Work of the First Committee Draft Version 1 -
December 1998 Direct Mass Flow Measuring Systems For Gas" was received by e-mail from Belgium.

The WD was distributed by e-mail to the U.S./NWG for comment. The WD was also distributed to members of the
U.S./NWG attending the NCWM Interim Meeting on February 4, 1999, in Albuquerque, NM.

An TWG meeting of TC 8/SC 7 took place from February 8-11, 1999, in Brussels to discuss the first working draft
distributed for comment. The IWG reached a consensus that the U.S. should object to the Recommendation since it
restricted the measurement to direct mass flow devices, when the Recommendation should not be technology-specific.

During the 1999 NCWM Interim meeting in San Antonio, Texas, participants in the U.S./NWG meeting reviewed some
of the Secretariat’s responses to their comments. The U.S./NWG’s primary concern with the 1* WD was that it appears
to be for "direct mass measurement” only and could possibly restrict the technology to direct mass flow devices. The
U.S/NWG agreed that the output or indicating units should be in mass (since the device can only be verified
gravimetrically at an installation site) but any metering device (volumetric or mass) should be allowed, as long as it meets
the requirements of the recommendation.

A 2" WD, newly titled "Compressed Gaseous Fuel Measuring Systems For Vehicles," and a summary of the February
1999 OIML IWG meeting on CNG were received. This working draft has been distributed to the U.S./NWG for
comment. Comments are due back to the Secretariat by September 15, 1999. An IWG meeting is tentatively planned for
April 2000 in Paris, France.

GAS METERS (SC 8)
TC8/SC8 R6 General Provisions for Gas Volume Meters (responsibility the Netherlands)

Status: No activity.
TC 8/SC8 R 32  Rotary Piston Gas Meters and Turbine Gas Meters (responsibility the Netherlands)
Status: No activity.
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Asia-Pacific Legal Metrology Forum (APLMF)

The Asia-Pacific Legal Metrology Forum (APLMF) was established at a November 1994 meeting convened by the
Australian National Standards Commission in Sydney. The Forum was attended by legal metrology authorities from 14
of the 18 APEC economies. For additional information on its history and status view the APLMF web site
http://www.aplmf.org/.

APLMF INTERCOMPARISONS

1. The Nonautomatic Weighing Instruments intercomparison is complete; however, the Convenor has not distributed a
report.

2. The Mass intercomparison was delayed, pending information from Asian Pacific Metrology Program (APMP). The
APMP also conducted a mass intercomparison. The APLMF Convenor wants to view final results from that
intercomparison before commencing an APLMF mass intercomparison.

3. The Load Cell intercomparison has two pilot laboratories, the United States National Institute of Standards and
Technology (NIST) and Australia’s National Standards Commission (NSC). NIST accepted responsibility for the load
cells to be tested by Germany, the United Kingdom, Russia, and Japan. The NSC accepted responsibility for the Pacific
Rim countries comprising China, Korea, Chinese Taipei, and Vietnam. The two pilot laboratories each tested four load
cells: two 250-kg capacity load cells, and two 20 000-kg capacity load cells. NIST sent one pair of load cells to Germany
(Set A) and one pair of load cells was sent to the Asian-Pacific countries (Set B).

Status: Set A has been tested by Australia (NSC), U.S. (NIST), Germany (PTB), UK (NWML), and is presently in
Russia. It will be dispatched to Japan in July 1999, and then back to the U.S. Australia has received the results from the
U.S. and Germany as well as the NSC results. NIST has received data from PTB and the NWML. Japan and Russia had
difficulty fitting the load cells into their testing programs.

Set B was sent to Australia (NSC), the U.S. (NIST), China, Korea, Chinese Taipei, Vietnam, and back to Australia
(NSC). NSC is in the middle of re-testing the two cells. Australia received results from the U.S., China, and Chinese
Taipei, as well as NSC results.

The analysis of the results is not yet complete.

4. Flow Metering. The APLMF is investigating an international intercomparison of flow meters. The U.S. asked for
more specific information before committing to this type of intercomparison.

APLMF WORKSHOPS

The APLMF organized workshops held in Shanghai, Peoples Republic of China from August 31 through September 10,
1998. The first workshop addressed High Capacity Weighing Apparatus and the second was on Non-Automatic
Weighing Instruments. The workshops emphasized the basis of pattern (or type) evaluation and approval according to
interpretations of the relevant OIML Recommendations on Weighing Instruments and Systems. Initial and subsequent
verifications of such instruments and systems were also briefly discussed.

Twenty-three participants from 16 countries participated in the workshops. These included representatives from Albania,
Australia, Peoples Republic of China, Chinese Taipei, Indonesia, Japan, Laos, Malaysia, Mongolia, New Guinea, New
Zealand, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, United States, and Vietnam.

Workshop on High Capacity Weighing
The workshop addressed the following Recommendations:

OIML R 50-1Continuous Totalizing Automatic Weighing Instruments (beltweighers). Part 1:
Metrological and Technical Requirements - Tests;

OIML R 50-2 Continuous Totalizing Automatic Weighing Instruments (beltweighers), Part 2: Test
Report Format;

OIML R 106-1Automatic Rail Weighbridges, Part 1: Metrological and Technical Requirements -
Tests;

OIML R 106-2 Automatic Rail-Weighbridges, Part 2:Test Report Format;
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OIML R 107-1 Discontinuous Totalizing Automatic Weighing Instruments (totalizing hopper
weighers), Part 1: Metrological and Technical Requirements - Tests;

OIML R 107-2 Discontinuous Totalizing Automatic Weighing Instruments (totalizing hopper
weighers) Part 2: Test Report Format.

A one-day field trip was arranged to Baosteel in the Baoshan District of Shanghai. The trip was to observe their
operations from receipt of the iron ore from tankers to the delivery of the final product, which is sent to the end user. The
group observed a hopper scale, belt conveyor scale operations, a large truck scale, and an automatic rail weighbridge.

Workshop on Nonautomatic Weighing Instruments

The second workshop led by Kerry Marston and Keith Mann, NSC, (Australia) was held the second week, from Sept 3-
10, 1998. The workshop covered: (1) OIML R 76-1 Nonautomatic Weighing Instruments, Part 1: Metrological and
Technical Requirements - Tests; (2) Amendment No. 1 to OIML R 76-1; (3) OIML R 76-2 Nonautomatic Weighing
Instruments, Part 2: Pattern Evaluation Report; and (4) Amendment No. 1 to OIML R 76-2.

A one-day field trip was arranged to visit the Shanghai Yamato Scale Co., LTD., AUDIX Technology (Shanghai) Co.,
Ltd. Electromagnetic Compatibility (EMC) and safety laboratory, and Mettler-Toledo (Shanghai) Ltd.

Asia Pacific Legal Metrology Forum (APLMF)

The 5th APLMF met on October 26-27, 1998, with representatives from 16 of the 22 member economies. Peru conveyed
apologies for not attending. The following international and regional organizations were also present as observers:
International Organization of Legal Metrology (OIML), South African Legal Metrology Cooperation (SALMEC), and
Western European Cooperation in Legal Metrology (WELMEC). Six working group meetings preceded the Forum
meeting.

The 6th APLMF meeting and meetings of the Working Groups hosted by Direktorate Metrologi, Indonesia will be held
from September 7-9, 1999 at Hotel Putri Bali, Nusa Dua, Bali, Indonesia. The Secretariat received confirmation on the
dates of the meeting from Mr. Rasben Simanullang, the Director of Direktorate Metrologi.

International Committee of Legal Metrology (CIML)

The 33rd meeting of the International Committee of Legal Metrology (CIML) Seoul, Korea was held October 29-30,
1998. Dr. Sam Chappell, Chief of the Technical Standards Activities Program NIST, attended the meeting. Mr. Jim
Truex of the State of Ohio, representing the National Conference on Weights and Measures (NCWM) accompanied Dr.
Chappell. On October 25-27, 1998, Dr. Chappell and Mr. Truex participated in the 5th meeting of the Asia Pacific Legal
Metrology Forum (APLMF), which was also held in Seoul.

The 34th Meeting of CIML is scheduled for October 5-8, 1999, in Tunis, Tunisia. The exact date will be determined after
consideration of the meeting dates of other liaison international organizations.
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Report of the Committee on
Administration and Public Affairs

Richard D. Greek, Co-Chairman Richard L. Philmon, Co-Chairman
Agricultural Commissioner/Sealer Illinois Department of Agriculture
San Luis Obispo County, California Springfield, Illinois

Reference

Key Number

400 Introduction

The Committee on Administration and Public Affairs (Committee) submits its Report for the 84™ National Conference on
Weights and Measures. This document consists of the Interim Report presented in NCWM Publication 16 “Program and
Committee Reports,” as amended in the Addendum Sheets issued during the Annual Meeting. The Committee considered
communications received prior to and during the 84" Annual Meeting which are noted in this report.

Reference Key Items Contained in the Report

Table A identifies all of the items contained in the report by Reference Key Number, Item Title, and Page Number. The
item numbers are those assigned in the Interim Meeting Agenda. Voting items are indicated with a “V” after the item
number. Items marked with an “I” after the reference key number are informational items. An item marked with a “W”
means that item has been withdrawn.

Table A
Index to Reference Key Items

Reference
Key No. Title of Item Page
401 COMMITTEE ADMINISTRATION 3
401-1 I ADMUENISITATION ...ttt ettt 3
402 REGIONAL WEIGHTS and MEASURES ACTIVITIES 3
402-1 I Regional Reports
403 PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 4
403-1 I Voluntary Program Assessment Working GrOUD ...........cceceririerrieeeueueeninienieeeeeeeeeseseenenesenenens 4
403-2 1 Safety Information.........c..cee.....
403-3 I  NCWM Internet Home Page
403-4 1 Publication Status Report...................
403-5 'V NCWM Strategic Planning - Training Work Plan Development ............coceeveceeicrenneniccecne 6
404 EDUCATION 6
404-1 I National Training Program
404-2 1 Associate Membership Scholarship FUNd..........ccooiviiiiiiiiiiiccccc e
404-3 I NCWM Certified Trainers/Instructor Training
404-4 1 NIST Handbook 44 Revision
404-5 1 Special Education Session — 1999 CONTEIENCE .........c.ceuviiuiieuriiiiriieieiiiieieieieeteeieieeeie et senees 10
404-6 1 Examination Procedure Outlines .10
404-7 1 Service Personnel TIAIMINE .........ccceeiririeirieieieieeirieeteieteieieee ettt seaeanes 11
405 PUBLIC AFFAIRS 11

405-1 1 Weights and Measures Week 1999..
405-2 1 National Consumers' Week 1999....
405-3 1  Marketing Weights and Measures in the United States 12
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405-4 I Advertisement of the 84" NCWM — 1999 Burlington, VErmOnt...............ccoo..ovveveieeeeeressrresseesssenssenes 12
405-5 I Participation in the NIST 100" Anniversary Celebration 12
405-6 I Emerging Issues 13
Table B Appendices
APPENDIX A NCWM VOLUNTARY PROGRAM ASSESSMENT WORKING GROUP.........ccccovemiuiiiiiiiiniiiniciiiieieneneiesseninenns 14
APPENDIX B NCWM INCIDENT/ACCIDENT REPORT 16
APPENDIX C  NCWM STRATEGIC TRAINING PLAN .....coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicc s 148
APPENDIX D NATIONAL TRAINING PROGRAM SUMMARIES 29
APPENDIX E ASSOCIATE MEMBERSHIP TRAINING SCHOLARSHIP FUNDS ACTIVITY ....ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiieiiccnesiseeescennns 46
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Table C Voting Results
House of State House of Delegates Results
Reference Key Number Representatives u
Yeas Nays Yeas Nays
403-5 (Motion to support
and move item to Board of All None All None Passed
Directors Agenda) Voice
Vote
400 (Report in its Entirety) All None All None Passed
Voice Vote
Details of All Items
(In Order by Reference Key Number)
401 Committee Administration
401-1 I Administration

The Committee updated its work plan, budget request, and planning calendar for the upcoming year. Following the
Interim Meeting, Conference Chairman Aves Thompson, appointed Richard Philmon (Illinois) as acting Interim
Committee Chairman in the absence of Richard Greek (San Luis Obispo, CA). Mr. Thompson also appointed Jerry
Flanders (Georgia) and Louis Greenleaf (New Jersey) to fill vacancies that resulted from the resignations of Charles
Carter (Oklahoma) and Nelson Kranker (Dutchess County, NY).

At the Annual Meeting, incoming Chairman G. Weston Diggs of Virginia appointed Steve Hadder (Florida) to a 5-year
term to fill the vacancy created when Richard Greek’s appointment to the Committee ended in July 1999.

402 Regional Weights and Measures Activities
402-1 I Regional Reports

Source: Regional Weights and Measures Association Meeting Reports

The Committee reviewed reports received from the Central and Northeastern Weights and Measures Association Annual
Meetings and considered the comments from these associations in preparing final recommendations to the NCWM.

The Committee identified the following issues for regional discussion:

1. Contact each regional association Chairman and ask that a safety liaison be appointed for the association
(see 403-2).

2. Identify training needs for the association, individual jurisdictions, and service personnel.

3. Work within the association to identify qualified trainers and to promote the NCWM Certified Trainer

Program (see 404-3).

4. Assist the Committee by nominating qualified individuals from government and industry to serve on the
Trainer Subcommittee (see 403-5).
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403 Program Management
403-1 I Voluntary Program Assessment Working Group

Source: Board of Directors

Background: NCWM Chairman Aves Thompson appointed the Voluntary Program Assessment Working Group
(VPAW), which is chaired by Sid Colbrook of the State of Illinois. VPAW continues the work of the Program Evaluation
Working Group (PEWG) that completed its work in 1998.

Sid Colbrook summarized the first meeting of VPAW that was held on January 30, 1999 in Albuquerque, NM. (For a
summary of VPAW’s works see Appendix A). The primary task of VPAW is to develop a voluntary method of self -
assessment of weights and measures programs. The original objective of establishing a national database for use in
evaluating the effectiveness of weights and measures programs has been expanded to include minimum standards for
weights and measures programs, model report forms, and criteria for self-assessment. Ross Andersen (New York) has
formed a Retail Motor Fuel Subgroup including Steve Martin (New York), Mike Sikula (New York), Barbara DeSalvo
(Ohio) and Mike Belue (Belue Assoc.) to develop an evaluation checklist for retail motor-fuel dispensers. The group is
also developing a model report form for inspection and testing of retail motor-fuel dispensers and minimum standards
criteria. An assessment checklist will be evaluated at the Central Association and Northeastern Association meetings prior
to the 85" NCWM Annual Meeting.
Action at 84™ Annual Meeting

The Committee reviewed the first draft of a checklist for assessing a retail motor fuel program prepared by the Retail
Motor Fuel Subgroup. The Retail Motor Fuel Program Self-Assessment Checklist uses a question and answer format that
allows users to perform a comprehensive review of their programs by comparing the different components of their
programs to the model requirements in the checklist. The checklist contains minimum requirements for laws and
regulations, test equipment, training, supervision, and enforcement practices and includes separate checklists for the
administrative and inspection functions of a program. The checklist for retail motor fuel devices will serve as the model
for future checklists for retail computing and vehicle scales, vehicle tank meters, loading rack meters and other program
functions such as package inspection.

Copies of the first draft of the Retail Motor Fuel Program Self-Assessment Checklist, which are available from the
Committee, were distributed at the Committee’s open hearing. Send comments to Ross Andersen, State of New York,
Department of Agriculture and Markets, 1 Winners Circle, Albany, New York, 12235. You can also contact him by fax
at 518-457-5693 or by email at agmweigh@nysnet.net on the Internet.

The Group will prepare a second draft of the checklist by October 1999, and volunteers will test it later this year. The
Committee will arrange for presentations on the checklist to be made at the regional association meetings this fall. It will
also consider the results of the field tests and comments at the Interim Meetings in January 2000. The Committee will
also develop a formal recognition for those jurisdictions who successfully complete the self-assessment. The Committee
may also recommend NCWM adoption of the Retail Motor Fuel Program Self-Assessment Checklist at the 85" NCWM
Annual Meeting.

The Committee commends Sid Colbrook and the other members of the VPAW, especially Ross Andersen, Steve Martin,
and Mike Sikula (New York), Barbara DeSalvo (Ohio), and Mike Belue (Belue Associates) for volunteering their time
and talents to develop the checklist.

Volunteers Needed

The Committee needs volunteers to field test the Retail Motor Fuel Program Self-Assessment Checklist and assist us in
finalizing it for possible NCWM adoption. Volunteers from both State and local jurisdictions are needed to participate in
the field evaluation of the checklist to ensure that it meets the diverse needs of the weights and measures community. To
volunteer, please contact Sid Colbrook at 217-524-7801 or by e-mail at scolbroo@agr084rl.state.il.us on the Internet.

The Committee also needs volunteers to help develop checklists for other weights and measure activities such as vehicle
scales, retail computing scales, vehicle tank meters, and others using the Retail Motor Fuel Program Self-Assessment
Checklist as a model. The Committee will provide the checklist in electronic format and provide technical assistance to
help those willing to participate in this important work. To volunteer, please contact Sid Colbrook. The next meeting of
the VPAW will be held at the 2000 Interim Meeting in January.
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403-2 I Safety Information

Source: State and Local Jurisdictions Incident/Accident Report Forms

The Committee did not receive any Incident/Accident Reports this year. The Committee is considering the possibility of
creating a safety information section on the NCWM Homepage on the Internet. Among the information that may be
included is a copy of the Incident/Accident Report Form and links to other safety information including Material Data
Safety Sheets. A copy of the Incident/Accident Report Form is included in Appendix B.

Committee Safety Liaison, Charles Gardner (NY), discussed the need to distribute the 1991 Report of the National
Conference on Weights and Measures Task Force on Safety, to Committee members for discussion at the regional
association meetings. The staff of weights and measures jurisdictions has experienced tremendous turnover since the Task
Force on Safety published its report. The Committee wants to get safety information out to new Conference Members.
Mr. Gardner suggested that each regional association appoint a safety liaison to coordinate safety related issues within
each region and to work with the Committee’s Safety Liaison.

Action at Annual Meeting: The Committee’s regional representatives will request that their region’s Chairman appoint a
Safety Liaison to work with the Committee.

403-3 I NCWM Internet Home Page

http://www.nist.gov/ncwm

Source: Board of Directors

The NCWM Board of Directors has decided to maintain the NCWM Internet Home Page on the NIST Office of Weights
and Measures (OWM) site. OWM maintains the current NCWM Internet Site along with OWM’s at no charge to NCWM.
The Committee will work with OWM to update and maintain the NCWM Home Page. The NCWM homepage can
remain at NIST with NCWM oversight, but Federal policies restrict what NCWM can include on the site (e.g.
commercials or product endorsements cannot be posted).

The Committee will develop a plan to expand the variety, scope, and amount of information available on its Internet
homepage for consideration at the Interim Meeting in 2000. The Committee is considering adding links to other

noncommercial sites that provide safety information (e.g., material safety data sheets), State and Federal laws and
regulations, and homepages of State and local weights and measures offices.

403-4 I Publication Status Report

Source: Carryover Item from Board of Directors

The Committee received no requests for publication status at the Annual Meeting. At the Interim Meeting, the
Committee received the following information from OWM on the latest publications cost which are listed below.
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Publication Edition Cost No. Sold through 12/98
Handbook 44 1998 966
Handbook 130 1998 184
Handbook 44 1999 $10,150 0
Handbook 130 1999 $6,750 0
83 NCWM Report 1998 $6,300 0
Publication 15 1999 $3,790 0
403-5 \% NCWM Strategic Planning - Training Work Plan Development
(This Item Was Adopted)

Source: NCWM Training Plan Work Group

The Training Plan Work Group Chairman Max Gray (Florida) reported about a meeting held in December 1998 to
finalize the work plan and to prepare a Training Delivery Plan in a Three-Year Cycle. The final report of the work group
is included as Appendix C of this report. The Committee reviewed the plan and presented it as a voting item at the 84"
NCWM Annual Meeting in Burlington, VT where the Conference unanimously adopted it.

The training plan includes:

Training courses to be offered during the next fiscal year of NCWM.

A way to update and maintain training materials.

A process to classify trainers as certified or qualified to deliver training.
A process for ongoing quality assessment and improvement.

The Committee will revise NCWM Publication 11 National Training Program (NTP) to incorporate the provisions of the
training plan and will focus on implementing the new goals and standards over the coming year. The NTP Strategic Plan
Work Group was disbanded following NCWM adoption of the training plan. The Committee acknowledges the
contributions of the members of the work group including Barbara DeSalvo (Ohio), Bruce Martell (Vermont), Max Gray
(Florida), Richard Greek (San Luis Obispo County, California) and Jim Ross (NIST) for their outstanding contributions to
this effort.

Committee Recommendation: Adopt the Training Delivery Plan as presented in Appendix C.
404 Education
404-1 1 National Training Program

The Office of Weights and Measures, in cooperation with the National Training Program (NTP), scheduled three
Instructor Training Courses for 1999. Travel costs to attend these training courses were paid out of NCWM Training
Grant Funds.
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1999 Training Schedule

March 21 - 26 Course 202 Retail Computing Scales
May 2 -7 Course 302 Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers and Consoles
August 15-20 Course 501 National Type Evaluation Program Training

At the 83 NCWM Annual Conference, the Committee approved a training seminar for administrators to be held at the
1999 Interim Meeting. Input from the Board of Directors and the Central Association Report suggested that the Interim
Meeting was too soon to allow adequate training topics to be developed. The Committee will continue to develop
administrator training and requested weights and measures program administrators to suggest training topics. The
Committee also discussed the report of the Central Weights and Measures Training Evaluation Work Group with Central
Work Group member, Kathy Dresser (Wisconsin). The Training Delivery Plan (see 403-5) of the NCWM Training Plan
Work Group addresses most of the items and concerns of the Central Training Evaluation Work Group.

Mike Belue of Belue Associates completed the update of Course 302 Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers and Consoles. The
Committee accepted the revision. It was used as the basic course material in the Retail Motor-Fuel Dispenser Instructor
Training School in May.

Trainer Subcommittee

The Committee met with the Board of Directors and received approval to appoint a Trainer Subcommittee to act as an
advisory group to address training issues. This Subcommittee would determine training needs, select training courses to
be presented, update existing training materials, and develop new training materials and courses as needed. The Trainer
Subcommittee will include at least one experienced trainer from each regional weights and measures association, one
industry member from the weighing, one from the measuring, and one representing the packaged commodity sector, and a
NIST Technical Advisor.

Future Training

The NTP currently has $133,971 in funds available in the Cooperative Agreement with NIST for the Office of Weights
and Measures (OWM) to present Instructor Training Schools on NTP Course 206 “Vehicle Scales,” and Course 304
“Loading Rack Meters.” The schools are tentatively scheduled for May and August 2000. The Committee will present
specific information on these schools at the Interim Meeting in January 2000.

The Committee is soliciting input from the membership to develop a priority list of training for future Instructor Training
Courses. If future funding is available, the Committee recommends the following schools for subsequent years.

For 2001, the Committee proposes that Instructor Training Schools be based on NTP Course 303
“Vehicle-Tank Meters” and Course 602 “Commodity Regulations.”

For 2002, the Committee proposes that Instructor Training Schools be based on NTP Course 203
Medium Scales” and “Course 601 “Checking the Net Contents of Packaged Goods.”

The Committee would also like to know how interested the members are in NCWM developing schools that focus on the
inspection and testing of taximeters, automatic weighing systems, belt-conveyor scales, railroad scales, and timing
devices. Please submit comments on this issue at the regional meetings or send comments and suggestions to the Ken
Butcher, the Committee’s Technical Advisor at kenneth.butcher@nist.gov.

404-2 I Associate Membership Scholarship Fund

Source: Associate Membership Committee

At the 83 NCWM, the Associate Membership Committee adopted a resolution to award 15 scholarships each in the
amount of $500 for a total of $7500. These scholarships are available to State and local weights and measures
jurisdictions to recover costs of inspector training and to regional associations for publishing newsletters. The Committee
will review scholarship applications and award funds. The Committee thanks the Associate Membership Committee for
its generous support of weights and measures training programs. A list of this year’s AMC Scholarship recipients is
included as Appendix E.
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404-3 I NCWM Certified Trainers/Instructor Training

The NCWM Training Plan Work Group (see 403-5) has proposed criteria to certify trainers as part of the Training
Delivery Plan that was adopted at the 84" NCWM Annual Meeting. A list of NTP Certified Trainers and courses they
teach follows. These individuals may be available to assist weights and measures jurisdictions in training; contact them
directly. Nobody applied for certification this year.

NCWM-NTP Training Courses

Course Number Course Name
101 Weights and Measures Regulation in the U.S. (self-study)
102 Intro to NIST Handbook 44
103 Intro to Electronic Weighing and Measuring Systems
202 Retail Computing Scales
203 Medium Capacity Scales
204 Livestock and Animal Scales
205 Meat Beam and Monorail Scales
206 Vehicle and Axle-Load Scales
207 Automatic Weighing Systems
302 Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers and Consoles
303 Vehicle-Tank Meters
304 Loading-Rack Meters
305 Liquefied Petroleum Gas Meters
501 National Type Approval Program
601 Checking the Net Contents of Packaged Goods
602 Commodity Regulations
604 Price Verification
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NCWM-NTP Date of NTP
Certified Trainer Certification Courses Taught
Darryl L. Brown, Iowa 11/16/97 Course No. 601
Phone: 515-281-5716
Ken Butcher, NIST- OWM 12/15/93 Course No.’s
Phone: 301-975-3991 202, 601, 602, 604
Barbara DeSalvo, Ohio 09/21/93 Course No.’s
Phone: 614-728-6290 103, 202, 601, 602
Kathryn M. Dresser, Wisconsin 07/16/98 Course No.’s
Phone: 608-224-0940 202, 601, 604
Frank W. Forrest, Connecticut 10/21/93 Course No.’s
Phone: 860-566-4778 302, 304
Paul L. Peterson, USDA-GIPSA 09/21/93 Course No.’s
Phone: 301-251-1170 204, 205
(Retired)
Richard L. Philmon, Illinois 01/03/95 Course No.’s
Phone: 217-782-8301 202, 206, 302
Byron C. School, USDA-GIPSA 11/07/97 Course No. 204
Phone: 202-720-5841
Thomas M. Stabler, STR, Inc. 10/04/93 Course No.’s
Phone: 740-666-0603 202, 302, 601
Richard W. Suiter, NIST-OWM 05/17/93 Course No.’s
Phone: 301-975-4406 103, 202, 204, 205
207, 302, 501, 601
Jose A. Torres-Ferrer Puerto Rico 06/02/93 Course No.’s
Phone: 787-724-5153 102,103, 202, 302, 601

Metrology 201, 202

James A. Vanderwielen, 01/19/96 Course No. 204
USDA-GIPSA
Phone: 202-720-3140
Kenneth A. Wheeler, Ohio 09/21/93 Course No.’s
Phone: 614-728-6290 202, 203, 204, 205, 206

302, 303, 305, 601, 602

404-4 | NIST Handbook 44 Revision

Source: NCWM Chairman G. Weston Diggs, Virginia

At the 83" NCWM Annual Meeting, Chairman G. Weston Diggs requested that the Committee consider revising NIST
Handbook 44 to make it easier for weights and measures inspectors to understand and use. The Committee met with the
Board of Directors at the Interim Meeting to determine what role the Committee will have in the proposed revision. Mr.
Diggs reported that he had contacted all three Conference standing committees proposing to revise Handbook 44. The
Specifications and Tolerances Committee (S&T) is responsible for Handbook 44, but the other committees need to advise
the S&T about what effect changes will have on their items of responsibility. The Committee will work with the S&T
Committee and any work group assigned to revise Handbook 44. The A&P Committee items of responsibility affected
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by Handbook 44 changes include NCWM Publication 12 Examination Procedure Outlines, Instructor Training Courses,
and the NTP Training Courses.

404-5 | Special Education Session — 1999 Conference

Source: Western Weights and Measures Association

At the 83" NCWM, the City of Seattle, Washington, presented surveys that indicated a need for information and training
in specialized areas of weights and measures that may be unique to urban areas. The Committee welcomes suggestions for
topics to include as special education sessions for the 85" NCWM Annual Meeting in 2000.

At the Annual Meeting, the Committee sponsored two technical presentations that had excellent attendance. The first was
a report of an undercover investigation of retail motor-fuel dispenser fraud presented by Robert Atkins, Deputy Director,
Los Angeles County, CA Weights and Measures. Los Angeles County, acting on a consumer complaint, found that retail
motor-fuel dispensers had been altered with a computer chip designed to overcharge consumers. For more information on
this presentation contact Mr. Atkins at 562-940-8922 or by e-mail at batkins@co.la.ca.us.

The second was demonstration of Handbook 133 test procedures for soil. Steve Titko of the Scotts Company and Robert
LaGasse, Executive Director, National Bark and Soil Producers Association (NBSPA), gave the presentation. Mr. Titko
and Mr. LaGasse demonstrated the test procedure for package soils with volumes less than 28.3 L (1 cubic ft., [25.7 dry
quarts]) using a test measure built to the specifications required in Handbook 133 (20.3 cm by 20.3 cm [8 inches by 8
inches]). NBSPA announced that it would donate one test measure to each State to promote uniformity in testing and
facilitate inspections of soils and similar products. For more information on the presentation or the test measure, contact
Mr. LaGasse at 703-257-0111 or by e-mail at info@NBSPA.org.

The Committee expresses its appreciation to Robert Atkins, Chief Deputy Director, Los Angeles County Weights and

Measures, Steve Titko, the Scotts Company, and Robert LaGasse, Executive Director, National Bark and Soil Producers
Association for their informative presentations.

404-6 1 Examination Procedure Outlines

Source: Mike Belue, Belue and Associates

Mr. Belue requested that the Committee establish a standardized format for the Examination Procedure Outlines (EPO’s)
in NCWM Publication 12. The Committee agreed that the NCWM needs to develop a uniform format for all EPO’s
because new ones are being developed and the current format could be simplified to make them easier to use. At the
Interim Meeting, the Committee discussed the following revisions or developmental processes at the Interim Meeting:

1. Update of all EPO’s in NCWM Publication 12.

2. EPO No. I revision by Andrea Buie, Maryland.

3. EPO No. 21 and 22 by Mr. Belue.

4. Draft EPO for Grain Moisture Meters by NTETC GMM/NIR Sector Working Group.

5. Draft EPO for Belt Conveyer Scales by NTE Technical Committee Belt Conveyor Scale Sector.

6. Ross Andersen (NY) presented an EPO for Farm Milk Tanks that the New York Weights and Measures
Association developed.

The Committee reviewed the current EPO’s and those being developed and found three different formats.  The
Committee felt that more information was needed to determine which format the weights and measures jurisdictions
prefer. The possible revision of Handbook 44 (see item 404-4) will also impact EPO’s. Diane Lee (NIST-OWM)
presented a flow chart for the EPO process that work groups could use to develop new EPO’s. OWM reported that it
intends to reinstate the publication as NIST Handbook 112 which will be updated and published each year following the
Handbook 44 publication schedule.

Committee Action: The Committee will not decide any format changes to the EPO’s at this time. The format as found in
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NCWM Publication 12 will be used until additional information justifies a change.
404-7 1 Service Personnel Training

Source: Gordon Johnson, Gilbarco, Inc.
Debbie Joines, Gasoline Pump Manufacturers Association

Gordon Johnson and Debbie Joines made presentations at the Western and Southern Association Meetings asking
NCWM to sponsor service personnel training that is similar to training provided to regulatory officials. The training
should be mandatory for service personnel who are registered and allowed to perform official tests.

Training of service personnel was presented to the Voluntary Program Assessment Group (VPAW) (see 403-1) and is part
of the Training Work Plan (see 403-5). Conference Chairman Aves Thompson asked the Committee to work with a
Service Personnel Outreach Work Group he will appoint to improve the relationship between government regulators and
industry service persons. The Committee will assist this work group to develop ways to deliver uniform training to
service personnel.

The Committee reviewed a draft outline of a course developed for service personnel on weights and measures legal
requirements and inspection procedures for retail motor fuel dispensers. The Gasoline Pump Manufacturer’s Association
(GPMA) developed the course entitled “Service Technicians and Weights and Measures Requirements”. Debbie Joines,
GPMA Chairman, presented the course. The course outline includes guidelines for organizing a class, background on
legal and technical requirements, and test procedures. It is formatted so the instructor can tailor the presentations to
reflect local weights and measures requirements regarding equipment repair and recalibration and notification. GPMA
estimates that the complete course can be presented in one day with about six hours of classroom work.

The Committee commented on the outline, suggested some editorial and technical amendments, and recommended that
GPMA test it by presenting a class for several service technicians prior to the Interim Meeting in January 2000. To obtain
a copy of the second draft please contact Debbie Joines, Wayne Division, 124 West College Ave, Salisbury, Maryland
21804. Telephone 410-546-6600 and e-mail at daj@wayne.com.

405 Public Affairs

405-1 I Weights and Measures Week 1999

The 1999 Weights and Measures Week theme was “Fuel For Thought” to take advantage of the 4-panel informational
brochure “Fuel for Thought, Getting What You Pay For at the Gas Station” distributed at the 83 NCWM Annual
Meeting and currently available from NCWM Headquarters. Contact NCWM Headquarters at phone 240-632-9454. All
State Directors received Weights and Measures Week informational packets in December 1998. This information is also
available on the Weights and Measures 24-Hour Fax-Line at 1-800-925-2453.

Weights and Measures Week 2000

For Weights and Measures Week 2000, the Committee selected a price-verification-related theme of “Between the Lines-
A Consumer’s Guide to Accurate Scanned Pricing” that will be based on a consumer-focused scanner accuracy brochure
from the State of Pennsylvania (see Item 405-3 below). The Committee decided to ask permission from the State of
Pennsylvania to use its “Between the Lines” brochure and theme for Weights and Measures Week 2000 (March 1-7).
Please send ideas for future themes or for ideas about how jurisdictions can gain more recognition for their programs to
Ken Butcher, Phone 301-975-3991, FAX 301-926-0647, or by e-mail to kbutcher@nist.gov.

405-2 1 National Consumers Week 1999

Source: Kathleen Thuner, San Diego County, California

National Consumers Week has been changed to National Consumer Protection Week. It is now sponsored by the National
Association of Consumer Agency Administrators in conjunction with the Federal Trade Commission, the American
Association of Retired Persons, the National Consumer League, the Consumer Federation of America, the U.S. Postal
Inspection Service, and the National Association of Attorneys General. National Consumer Protection Week was held the
first week of February (February 1-7, 1999).
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The Committee believes that Weights and Measures and the NCWM need to promote the role they play in consumer
protection in conjunction with National Consumer Protection Week activities and through closer cooperation with
NACAA. Kathleen Thuner, San Diego County, California, and David Frieders, San Francisco City and County have
volunteered to serve as co-liaison representatives to NACAA from NCWM.

405-3 I Promoting Weights and Measures in the United States

The Committee is collecting ideas on themes to be used for informational brochures to promote weights and measures.
One idea is an informational brochure about price accuracy. The Committee reviewed several brochures including one
from Measurement Services Canada entitled “Be a Smart Shopper: Make Sure You Pay the Right Price,” a second from
the Federal Trade Commission called “Making Sure the Scanner Price is Right” and “Between the Lines-A Consumer’s
Guide to Accurate Scanned Pricing” from the State of Pennsylvania. The Committee decided to seek permission from
the State of Pennsylvania to use its “Between the Lines” brochure and theme as the basis for a NCWM publication that
could be developed in time to distribute prior to National Weights and Measures Week in 2000. The Committee will
report on this effort at the Interim Meeting in 2000. The Committee will continue to collect samples of public
informational items that weights and measures jurisdictions have developed.

Informational Materials Displayed at Annual Meeting

Several jurisdictions including the States of Vermont, Colorado, Pennsylvania, Michigan, Wisconsin, the County of San
Diego, the City of Boston, and several regional associations shared their public information and meeting announcements
with the attendees at the 84" NCWM Annual Meeting. The Committee judged the informational items for creativity,
appearance, and value for public information. The participants received prizes that included Vermont Maple Syrup and
San Luis Obispo, California Wine.

Commemorative Coins and Postal Display

March 2, 1999 was the 200" anniversary of the signing of the first federal weights and measures law. William M.
Wilcox, Madison County New York Weights and Measures, coordinated the creation of souvenir commemorative items
that were available at the 84" NCWM Annual Meeting in Burlington, Vermont. The choices included a silver or bronze
medallion.

On July 13, 1999, the U.S. Postal Office set up at booth at the NCWM Meeting Hotel with a 200" anniversary postal
cancellation for the National Conference on Weights and Measures Station, July 13, 1999, Burlington, Vermont 05401.
They cancelled anything with first class postage and sold stamps that featured Jimmy Cagney, who portrayed a weights
and measures inspector in the movie “The Great Guy.”

The Committee commended William M. Wilcox, Director, Madison County, New York for his outstanding work in
organizing a souvenir display marking the 200" anniversary of the first weights and measures law. For more information
on the souvenirs, contact Mr. Wilcox at P.O. Box 248, Wampsville, New York, 13163 or by telephone at 315-363-5739.

405-4 1 Advertisement of the 84™ NCWM — 1999 Burlington, Vermont

The Committee commended the 1999 NCWM Conference host, Bruce Martell, for his outstanding contributions to the
NCWM in coordinating media participation in the Annual Meeting. This resulted in positive coverage about the meeting
in the local press and on television during the week of the meeting.

405-5 I Participation in the NIST 100" Anniversary Celebration

Source: Carryover item from past NCWM Executive Committee Assignment

In 2001, the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) will celebrate its Centennial. The theme is “NIST —
First Century of Service to the Nation.” The 86™ Annual Meeting of the NCWM will be held in Washington, D.C. to
allow meeting participants to attend the Centennial celebration functions. Please submit ideas for ways in which NCWM
can contribute to the successful celebration to Ken Butcher, phone 301-975-3991, FAX 301-926-0647, or by e-mail at
kbutcher@nist.gov.
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405-6 1 Emerging Issues

Source: Western Weights and Measures Association

The Committee continued discussing emerging issues brought up at the 83 NCWM meeting in Portland, Oregon. The
Report of the 41™ Annual Western Weights and Measures Association September 20-24, 1998 encourages using this
forum as part of the Committee’s agenda for an opportunity to look at new issues.

The Committee will discuss issues that are emerging in nature presented by the regional associations to determine if an
informational or educational session for the Conference is needed. One issue to be presented at the 85" NCWM Annual

Meeting is an undercover investigation by Los Angeles County, California, that uncovered retail motor-fuel dispenser
fraud (see 404-5).

R. Greek, San Luis Obispo County, California, Co-Chairman

R. Philmon, Illinois, Co-Chairman

J. Flanders, Georgia

D. Frieders, San Francisco County, California

L. Greenleaf, New Jersey

Associate Membership Committee Representative: Robert Fuehne, Ralston Purina
C. Gardner, Suffolk County, New York, Safety Liaison

K. Butcher, NIST Technical Advisor

Committee on Administration and Public Affairs
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Appendix A

NCWM Voluntary Program Assessment Working Group
(VPAW)

Introduction
National Conference on Weights and Measures (NCWM) Chairman Aves Thompson approved The Voluntary Program
Assessment Working Group (VPAW) at the conclusion of the 83" NCWM Annual Meeting. Work Group members are
Sid Colbrook (IL) Chairman; Craig Leisy (Seattle, WA); Charles Carter (OK); Bill Corey (American Frozen Foods); and
Jim Ross, NIST Technical Advisor.
Purpose
To promote uniformity and establish minimum program standards for weights and measures inspections.
Background
VPAW is a continuation of the work started by the Privatization Work Group (PWG) and the Program Evaluation Work
Group (PEWG) that concluded its work in 1998. The PWG reported that “Uniformity and quality are needed across the
country in order to ensure the long- term health of weights and measures.” PEWG’s mission was to develop a standard
of “core” data which could be used to determine the effectiveness of weights and measures programs. Data could also be
used to share information between jurisdictions. Two areas were identified as a starting point for this project: Retail
Motor-Fuel Dispensers and NIST Handbook 133 Package Inspection Procedures. This pilot project would become a
predecessor to a national weights and measures database. Software was developed, but because additional resources were
not available, the Work Group recommended that the project be discontinued.
PEWG was reorganized as Voluntary Program Assessment (VPA) and met in June of 1998 in Oklahoma City, OK. The
goal of VPA was to develop a plan to recognize jurisdictions that follow a minimum set of nationally recognized
standards for field inspections. VPA recommended that a voluntary program assessment work group be established to
evaluate and improve weights and measures field inspections.
VPAW Meeting Summary
The Voluntary Program Assessment Working Group held its first meeting on January 30, 1999, prior to the NCWM
Interim Meeting. Chairman Sid Colbrook presented the agenda for the meeting and reviewed the key elements for the
Work Group to discuss.
Program Objectives:

1. Develop uniform inspection and testing procedures for each area of assessment.

2. Develop uniform training for administrators and inspectors.

3. Provide uniform training to service personnel.

4. Determine minimum test equipment and standards for each area of assessment.

5. Develop uniform report forms for each area of assessment.

6. Develop a uniform self-assessment checklist for administrative responsibilities and inspector
responsibilities.

The Work Group decided that to be successful, this program must begin as a voluntary program of self-assessment. No

outside accrediting body or on-site assessment by a third party would be required during the start-up phase of this
program.
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VPAW Meeting Summary (cont.)

There will be no required assessment areas, and a jurisdiction can apply to conduct a self-assessment in any program area.

A successful assessment will result in either recognition or accreditation as determined by a small working group that will
annually review required documentation. Each year the NCWM will recognize participating programs.

Work to be done:

1.

4.

The Group must define uniform training for inspectors and administrators to meet assessment requirements.
Experience in inspection and testing procedures and a field evaluation of performance may be substituted for training
in some assessment areas.

Industry members expressed the need to identify training requirements for service personnel especially when States
require service persons to be registered. VPAW will work with the Administration and Public Affairs Committee
and the Service Person Outreach Working Group to determine training needs and to identify resources for training
delivery.

The Group will determine minimum test equipment and standards and include them on the administrative and
inspector checklist. The Group will develop a uniform report form to provide a means for jurisdictions to share
inspection and test data.

VPAW will select retail-motor fuel programs as the first area for self-assessment. Ross Andersen (NY) formed a

small work group consisting of Steve Martin (NY), Mike Sikula (NY), Barbara DeSalvo (Ohio), and Mike Belue
(Belue Assoc.) to begin work on a template evaluation checklist for evaluation of the retail motor-fuel inspection
function. Ross Andersen presented a draft administrative checklist and a draft inspector checklist that his work group
had developed. VPAW determined that the retail motor-fuel work group should continue to develop the self-
assessment checklists into a usable format along with a uniform report form. These should be distributed at the
Central Weights and Measures Association Annual Meeting in Springfield, MO in April 1999 and at the Northeast
Regional Weights and Measures Association Annual Meeting in Atlantic City, NJ in May 1999. A draft version of
the retail motor-fuel dispenser program self-assessment checklist and a uniform report form was available at the 84™
NCWM Annual Meeting in July 1999. If the retail motor-fuel dispenser self-assessment checklist is successful, it
will be used as a template for all other program areas of assessment. The next area of development would be retail
scale inspection and testing programs.

Sid Colbrook, Craig Leisy, Bill Corey, Bob Reinfried, Debbie Joines, and Jim Ross attended the first meeting.

Next Meeting of VPAW

VPAW met on July 24, 1999, in Burlington, VT prior to the 84" NCWM Annual Meeting.
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The purpose of this form is accident prevention.
documentation procedures.

Appendix B

NCWM Incident/Accident Report
(To be completed & submitted unsigned, anonymously)

Jjurisdictions of hazards and possible corrective actions.

Please incorporate this report into your safety program
Completing this brief report will allow NCWM to alert other organizations and

1. What weights & measures function was the employee performing, where, and when?
2. Briefly describe the incident.
3. Contributing factors (check all that are appropriate):

() inexperience

() lack of training

() employee error

() insufficient personnel
() haste

Comments

()
()
()
()
()

weather conditions
equipment failure

failure to follow procedures
job fatigue

environmental conditions

improper equipment
lack of protective gear
hazardous materials
unsafe work surface
housekeeping

other

4. Recommendations for corrective action:

Continue your comments on the (Page 2) or back of this sheet

Please send to Ken Butcher, NIST, 100 Bureau Drive Stop 2350, Gaithersburg, MD 20899-2350 (telephone:

301-975-3991) (FAX 301-926-0647)
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Continuation of Comments on Numbered Items

Miscellaneous remarks:
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Appendix C
NCWM, INC.
Strategic Training Plan
Training Delivery in a Three-Year Cycle

July 1999

L FOREWORD

The National Training Program Strategic Plan Work Group prepared the following report in response to its assignment by
the NCWM Inc.’s (NCWM) Board of Directors “to develop a training delivery plan in a three-year cycle.” A training
delivery plan is one of the objectives in NCWM’s goal: “Provide uniform training programs for industry and government
individuals involved in legal metrology.” The group prepared this report in December 1998 and incorporated feedback
received at the 1999 NCWM Interim Meeting.

National Training Program Strategic Plan Work Group

Max Gray, Florida, Work Group Chairman
Richard Greek, San Luis Obispo, California
Barbara DeSalvo, Ohio

Jim Ross, OWM

1L EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The assignment of the National Training Program Strategic Plan Work Group (Work Group) was to develop an NCWM,
training plan in a three-year cycle. The plan addresses the training needs of NCWM members and other stakeholders in
national legal metrology. Work Group members included Barbara DeSalvo, Max Gray, Richard Greek, and Jim Ross.
Bruce Martell of the State of Vermont also contributed to the report.

With 749 weights and measures regulatory jurisdictions, an estimated 3,000 W&M regulatory officials in the United
States, and over 20,000 private sector individuals involved in commercial measurement, the NCWM recognizes that it
cannot meet every training need of those involved in legal metrology. Within a comprehensive plan, the Work Group set
standards that provide for training to meet the majority of needs of legal metrology stakeholders. The plan provides for
balanced roles and responsibilities with clear accountability for NCWM and NIST’s Office of Weights and Measures
(OWM). Further, the plan endorses continuous improvement through ongoing planning and assessing through soliciting
member feedback, and encouraging instructor participation. NCWM will assure accountability by requiring that NCWM
process and formally approve the implementation, review, and funding of the plan. The greatest challenge will be to
establish dependable funding to provide the necessary resources to maintain and deliver training materials. This plan
builds upon the valued resources of NCWM’s existing courses, OWM Instructor Training, and the current National
Training Program framework.

To assist the Work Group in developing a work plan, at the January 1998 Interim Meeting, Sonia Roussy, facilitated a
joint session of the NCWM’s Board of Directors and A&P Committees with a presentation. That process identified
issues that needed to be addressed to provide a uniform training delivery program. That session's final product provided
the framework for organizing an action plan to develop this Three-Year-Training Plan.

Following Ms. Roussy’s presentation, Regional Associations reviewed and provided the Work Group feedback on the
identified issues and the July 1998 Work Plan (NIST Special Publication 932, Report of the 83rd National Conference on
Weights and Measures; Administrative and Public Affairs Committee, Appendix D, page A&P-22-27).

This report combines the outcome of the NCWM Regional feedback, the July 1998 Work Plan, and A&P Committee
efforts that the Work Group assembled from December 1998 through February 1999. The following groups provided
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input: NCWM A& P Committee, NCWM Board of Directors, and the OWM.

Administration will be based on a set of principles, and support a Three-Year Training Plan to meet the needs of
industry and officias in legal metrology. The A&P Committee will administer the plan. The A&P report will include
voting items for critical components of the Training Program. Key components of the NTP, which are in bold type,
include administration as well as the following:

Curriculum development and management includes establishing prerequisites and levels of coursesi.e., “basic” through
“advanced.” The flexible format of the training materials will be designed to be appropriate for adult education. The plan
calls for atrainer subcommittee of active instructors to maintain, deliver, and develop materials in collaboration with the
A&P Committee and OWM. Existing NCWM courses (modules) will be reference documents for the courses.

Instructors to earn and maintain certification must meet qualifying criteria and undergo a five-year review. A registry
will track certification for each course for which an instructor completes the requirements. Certified Instructors will be
expected to be available to deliver OWM Instructor Training at NIST (possibly under contract) or elsewhere. A primary
goal would be for NCWM Certified Instructors to work with trainers in their jurisdictions and regions to ensure delivering
consistent NCWM training materials. Standards for Qualified Trainers (see A& P-21) and the courses they deliver are
aso established to provide for consistency and awarding of NCWM'’s Education Units.

Course delivery builds on the improvement and success of the Instructor Training Program at OWM. Each course
component would be evaluated to select the best teaching method for adults. The Trainer Subcommittee will identify and
assess existing course goal's and standards on which to build for future classes. The courses and materials that go beyond
the intensive Instructor Training at OWM should be flexible and structured to meet the wide range of training needs
within states, local jurisdictions, and the private sector. Short courses can contain extracts from longer courses.

Students will be certified based on standards and tracked for Course Certification Education Units (EUs). The system
recognizes the range of course types that are necessary to develop and maintain competency.

Resour ces will be necessary to develop an adequate program. We encourage that the standards and processes of the NTP
be used regardiess of the level of resources. This report provides the framework for implementing a comprehensive NTP
on athree-year cycle.

Recommendations appear in the last section of this report. They provide for implementation and follow-through based
on the Work Group's efforts and the July 1999 report recommendations and the following:

1. With the Trainer Subcommittee reporting to the A& P Committee, move forward, as proposed at the Interim Meeting.

2. Rely on the A& P Committee to implement and develop any policy and administrative details. NCWM Publication 11
will require revision.

3. Establish a select group of individuals to complete a resource assessment to establish a budget. Members should
include Legislative Liaison, Budget, OWM, AMC, and A&P.

4. Request that the Voluntary Program Assessment Work Group, the Service Person Outreach Work Group, and the
Legislative Liaison group coordinate NTP development with the A& P Committee.

5. Dishand the NTP Strategic Plan Work Group. The Committee acknowledges the contributions of Barbara

DeSalvo(Ohio), Max Gray (Florida), Richard Greek (San Luis Obispo County, California), Bruce Martell (Vermont), and
Jim Ross (OWM) for their outstanding contributions to this effort.
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The National Training Program - At a Glance
Administration of the Three Year Planning Process

NCWM FY Oct-Sept

A

Resources Established Delivery Year 1

Delivery Year 1 - 3

July A & P Vote
" Trainers/OWM
July Board of Director Vote - Course and Curriculum Priorities
Bud - Adjust Framework, Standards - Courses
- Budget - Curriculum
3 Year Proposal
Annual Evaluations
J y A&P/Technical
Advisor Annual Surveys
-Y}?:rzp'osée 8 Adjust Priority Trainer Subcommittee
-Course ] L
-Curriculum development Course Priority
Feedback . Devel
L —Budget Process--__AdjuSt Standards -Curriculum Development

‘Track Accomplishments NTP Standards

-Assess Needs ‘NTP Delivery

-Maintain Database
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1. The National Training Program at a Glance - Structure and Standards Summary
A. Curriculum Management*

1. Build upon existing materials and courses (modules).

2. Format curriculum to allow tailoring of training to meet varying needs of officials and industry.
3. Use contemporary training delivery techniques.

4. Construct curriculum to provide prerequisites for courses; introductory, intermediate, and advanced core courses; and
support continuing education and specialized course needs.

5. Usethe Trainer Subcommittee to maintain, develop, and deliver courses.

6. Use the Trainer Subcommittee to develop, train, and interact with Regional NCWM Certified Instructors and Qualified
Trainers.

*Curriculum construction needs to be coordinated with the Voluntary Program Assessment Working Group (VPAW) so
the standard training program components of the NTP can be identified for the type of inspection program being
evauated. Also, the Service Person Outreach Work Group's efforts may influence curriculum construction.

B. Instructor/Trainer Standards

1. Certified Instructors
a Complete Instructor Training Course.

b. Complete 16 hours of a recognized or approved (by A&P Committee or Trainer Subcommittee) course on
adult training delivery or possess teaching degree/credential.

¢. Plan and present course with above satisfactory rating.
d. Certified for additional courses once an instructor training course is completed for that subject.
e. Five-year review of Trainer Certification to be maintained in the NCWM registry.
2. Qualified Trainers
a Attend afull course in the subject matter delivered by a Certified Instructor or OWM.
b. Demonstrate subject matter competency.
c. Nomination by a Certified Instructor, A& P Committee, OWM or the Trainer Subcommittee.
d. Five-year review of Qualified Trainers to be maintained in NCWM registry.
3. Course Delivery
a Instructor Training at NIST.
b. Officia/Industry Training at any location.
c. Provide course update and evaluations after each course.
4. Student Certification
a Maintain registry and award certificates and EUs.

b. Meet competency standards established for course and related field verification through examinations.
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c. Complete course evaluation
5. Student Certification for Short and Special Courses
a  Student completes course requirements.
b. Student completes course evaluation.
c. NTPissues Educational Units and Certificates of Completion.
V. The NCWM National Training Program
A. Vision and Principles

Throughout the process, the Work Group focused on the Vision provided by the NCWM’s Board of Directors. The group
established and refined its principles from Sonia Roussy’ s presentation at the 1998 Interim Meeting.

1 Vision

Three-year training plan meeting the needs of industry and officialsin legal metrology.
2. Principles

OPEN to officials and industry.

BALANCED program with a focus on identified “right subjects’ by listening to member's needs to establish
course priorities.

PLANNED and pre-scheduled courses on three- year cycle with firm commitments and goals for the next 12
months.

CLEAR ROLES and responsibilities with accountability.
ADEQUATE resources to maintain and develop materials and deliver training.
MOST CURRENT course materials immediately available to participants after completion.
ESTABLISH MINIMUM training standards for W&M functions.
CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT through ongoing review.
B. Administration

The Administration and Public Affairs Committee will administer a three-year training plan to meet the needs of industry
and officials who work in legal metrology. The Committee recognizes the collaborative relationship with OWM. The
Committee continuously evaluates resources, priorities, and sets voting items for components of the NCWM training
program. This section establishes the Work Group's recommendation for roles and responsibilities of the Administration
and Public Affairs Committee, OWM, and NCWM'’s Board of Directors.

The Administration and Public Affairs Committee (A&P) will manage the strategic plan for the National Training
Program. The framework of this plan consists of established standards for each component, which include curriculum
management and development, instructor standards, course delivery, and student certification. Based on these standards
and available resources, the A&P establishes priorities for delivering courses on a three-year cycle. The A&P will
annually evauate the curriculum. The A&P will recommend voting items establishing course priorities for the upcoming
year and a preliminary course focus for year two and three. This will insure that the training program revolves on a three-
year cycle with continuous improvements to the framework and standards of the National Training Program (NTP).

Based on the established structures and standards, a continuous improvement process will be in place using customer
surveys and course evaluations. The A& P will conduct customer surveys of NCWM members; OWM staff, and NCWM
trainers; Regional A&P Committees; AMC members, and the Trainer Subcommittee. Along with customer surveys, the
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A&P Committee will review instructor and student course evaluation summaries which are required for all NCWM
sanctioned courses. The customer surveys and course evaluations will assist the A& P Committee to recommend courses
for NCWM and continuously reassess the NTP program.

The Trainer Subcommittee that reports to the A&P is a crucial component in the process of evaluating and priority
settings.  The Subcommittee will provide critical perspective and knowledge about setting standards for the NTP and
evaluating feedback and new ideas. Along with OWM staff, the Training Subcommittee has unique insight regarding the
delivery system and related technical expertise.

Once the A& P sets priorities, it will establish the budget for updating materials and delivering courses. The question is,
do we establish the priorities based upon the funding or establish priorities and then seek the funding? The reality will be
both. We need to be prepared with clear goals and priorities to ensure that when unexpected money arrives, we use it
judiciously.

The customer survey and course eval uation process provide information to establish a proposed budget which can then be
incorporated into the NCWM Budget. The A& P will establish a proposed work plan and goals for the National Training
Program and obtain funding approva through NCWM'’s budget process. The NCWM membership approves NTP goas
and work plan through the A& P report which is adopted at NCWM’s Annual Conferences.

A key component of the work plan is the three-year-training schedule which will be made available electronicaly in a
comprehensive format that acknowledges state, local, industry, NCWM, and OWM training based on the NTP
curriculum, materials, and standards. This information will be located on NCWM Internet homepage. OWM Instructor
Training Courses will be posted on the NCWM Web Site or in the "Weights and Measures Today" Newsletter one year in
advance of the classes to provide adequate planning for course development and jurisdictional participation. The training
plan, presented as a voting item in the A& P report, will establish a preliminary focus for year two and three based on the
available projected or the expected resources.

OWM will electronically maintain materials and resources including an on-line catalogue. Components of a new training
catalog include a list of the NCWM Certified Instructors and Qualified Trainers, their areas of expertise, the curriculum
and related materials, and a list of courses that are available on the three-year cycle. Other potential components of the
site (http://www.nist.gov.ncwm) include NCWM and OWM resources for weights and measures programs, possible links
to other sites, such as other government associations and private sector areas that provide resources and training. OWM
has agreed to update the information on the Internet in connection with publishing the “Weights and Measures Today”
newsletter.

The roles and responsibilities for the components of the NCWM strategic plan for training follow: the A& P Committee
will manage the National Training Program’s Strategic Plan. Evaluation of the NTP, its maintenance, and assurance of
continuous improvement through policy development and administrative decisions will be ongoing. The A&P will
recommend actual curriculum and courses to be delivered over a three-year period as voting items at the NCWM'’s July
Conferencein the A& P Committee report.

OWM isthe lead for Instructor Training and provides training at its campus facilities at NIST Gaithersburg, MD. Grant
resources developed by OWM will be established based on a Memorandum of Understanding between OWM and
NCWM. These will be available to further the goals of NCWM's National Training Program in the areas of instructor
training; student training; database management; and training materials, maintenance, and development. OWM will
provide the technical advisor for the Administration and Public Affairs Committee and assists with coordinating the
National Training Program. All training-related databases will be maintained and updated by OWM following the
Weights and Measures Today newsletter publishing schedules. A critical component of the A&P technical advisor's
responsibilities will be coordinating and using the knowledge and abilities of the Trainer Subcommittee. This resource
assists the A& P Committee to evaluate the structure and standards of the training program, as well as develop curriculum
and deliver courses. Beyond its advisory role, the Trainer Subcommittee represents a critical resource for course delivery
and moving the Nationa Training Program out to the Regional Associations and their respective local jurisdictions.

The Board of Directors of NCWM supported the presentation of the National Training Program’s Strategic Plan as a
voting item before the Conference on the A&P Committee Agenda. The Board of Directors leadership, direction, and
decisions relative to the National Training Program budget, as well as coordinating any grants and legisative initiatives,
will be critical to the ultimate level of service the National Training Program will provide.
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C. Curriculum Management and Development

1. Instructor Training Courses

The OWM Instructor Training Courses will remain as the basis for training delivery to state and local weights and
measures jurisdictions. Currently, six updated instructor training classes are available. Updating the remaining NTP
Training Modules to Instructor Training Courses and developing new courses will be an OWM function with input from
the A& P Committee, Trainer Subcommittee, Certified Instructors, and Qualified Trainers.

2. Trainer Subcommittee

The following members will be appointed: At least one experienced trainer from each regional association, industry
members from the weighing, measuring, and packaging sectors, and an OWM Technical Advisor. This subcommittee
will advise the A& P Committee about training needs, coordinate regional training, and assist OWM to upgrade courses
and develop new courses.

3. Certified Instructors

The A& P Committee will maintain alist of Certified Instructors and Qualified trainers. State and local jurisdictions can
use this list for training advice and course delivery. Certified Instructors will deliver Instructor Training Classes when a
OWM trainer is not available or assist OWM at Instructor Training Classes. Participants will earn Educational Units
(EU'’s) when classes are offered by Certified Instructors.

4, Qualified Trainers

Students who successfully complete an Instructor Training Course and present that course at the State or local level will
be listed as “Qualified” to teach that specific course. Qualified Trainers will review training materials prior to training
delivery and provide information to OWM on any updates or changes that are needed to keep materials current. The A& P
Committee will keep alist of Qualified Trainers for use by State and local jurisdictions in locating instructors. The A&P
Committee or Trainer Subcommittee will approve issuing EU's for classes taught by Qualified Trainers.

5. Educational Units

Educational Units (EU's) will replace the Continuing Educational Units (CEU's) offered for successfully completing the
NTP Training Modules. The company that maintained the CEU database and provided transcripts to students no longer
provides this service. NCWM will issue one (1) EU for each ten (10) hours of recognized course training completed.

6. Regional/State/L ocal Training

Certified or Qualified Trainerswill deliver training at the Regional, State, and local levels. OWM trainers may participate
if anational study isinvolved or if the jurisdiction has demonstrated that training is not available within the region.

7. Service Person Training

Training of Industry Service Persons will be developed thru the Nationa A&P Committee with delivery being the
responsibility of the private sector, regional association or jurisdiction. Training needs and delivery will be a function of
the Service Person Outreach Work Group that NCWM Chairman Aves Thompson is forming. The Trainer
Subcommittee, Certified Instructors, Qualified Trainers, and the Service Person Outreach Group should al be able to
modify existing training courses to meet the needs of the service person.

D. Instructor Standards

A successful National Training Program (NTP) delivery system requires that Qualified Trainers and Certified Instructors
who teach courses are committed to assure that training delivery meets the standards set by the NCWM. The delivery of
NCWM-sanctioned training has a two-tiered approach. The foundation is the Instructor Training Program conducted
and/or coordinated by OWM. In order to be sanctioned, tracked, and awarded credits by the NCWM training must be
delivered by aindividual who is registered with the NCWM as a Certified | nstructor or a Qualified Trainer.
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1. Certified Instructor
A Certified Instructor must meet the following key standards.

a Completion of a “Train the Trainer” course or program on adult training delivery of at least 16 hours in
length approved by the A& P Committee or the Trainer Subcommittee, or possess a teaching certificate or degree
from an accredited educational institution;

b. Satisfactory completion of an OWM-sponsored Instructor Training Course in a particular subject area;

c. Plan and present the subject course in a classroom setting with sufficient notice given to the A&P
Committee to allow for an evaluation process to be established;

d. Submit to the NCWM A&P Committee the NTP training evaluation forms which participants complete
(Student Evaluation Forms);

e. An overal evaluation by the student participants of “Above Satisfactory” as well as the same evaluation by
the A& P Committee using the established eval uation process.

Once an individual isa Certified Instructor in any NTP course or subject, certification in additional courses requires either
participation in an OWM Instructor Training Course for those specific subjects with the required prerequisites or through
documented competency in the specific subject area and approval of the A& P Committee. Each Certified Instructor must
continue to adhere to the standards set for Certified Instructors and NCWM sanctioned training delivery.

A Certified Instructor will be evaluated every 5 years to insure that each instructor maintains the necessary training skills
necessary to effectively deliver and train in each subject area. A Certified Instructor who has not conducted training
during the past 5-year period or does not meet the standards established by the A& P Committee will lose certification.
(Once NCWM adopts this plan, all NTP currently-registered Certified Instructors will be subject to this review in 5 years
to determine the status of their certification.)

In addition to meeting the above requirements, Certified Instructors must agree to be available to deliver OWM sponsored
instructor training. This training may take place at NIST facilities or other locations. Training may be provided on a
contractual basis with the NCWM or OWM.

Certified Instructors are aso expected to continue to submit to the NCWM A& P Committee all student evaluation forms
for any courses delivered under the NTP.

Certified Instructors are expected to customize student training such as short courses, or supervise Qualified Trainersin
developing training that meets jurisdictional or other target group needs. Certified Instructors must assure that the
information and training delivered is uniform.

OWM will maintain a registry of NCWM Certified Instructors and the course(s) in which they are certified as part of the
catalogue of training resources. OWM will keep a electronic current catalog of resources.

2. Qualified Trainers

In addition to training delivered as a full course by a Certified Instructor, the NCWM recognizes and awards EUs for
training delivered by individuals who are registered with the NCWM as Qualified Trainers. The courses delivered must
be approved by a Certified Instructor, A& P Committee, OWM, or the Trainer Subcommittee.

To become aQualified Trainer, an individual must meet the following requirements:

a Attend a course in the subject matter that is delivered by OWM or a Certified Instructor; or demonstrate
competency and experience in the subject area through documentation;

b. Plan and present the subject course with satisfactory evaluations;

c. Be nominated/recommended by a Certified Instructor who is certified in that subject area;
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d. Agree to use the most current NCWM materias available for each subject area and train under the guidance and
approval of a Certified Instructor.

e. Qualified Trainers will be expected to adhere to the principles and standards of the NTPin al training that the NCWM
sanctions. Course modifications or redesign, such as short courses or those tailored specifically for a target group, must
be performed under the supervision of, and approved by, a Certified Instructor in order to be eligible for NCWM
recognition.

OWM will maintain aregistry of NCWM Qualified Trainers as part of the training resource catalog.
E. Course Delivery

It iscritica that the NCWM facilitate and promote a program that insures that enough Certified Instructors and Qualified
Trainers are available for a comprehensive national delivery system. The goal of this plan is to have a Certified Instructor
who is located in or readily available to each member regulatory jurisdiction, as well as in (or to) each associate
membership organization that wants to participate in the Nationa Training Program. Further, through the two-tiered
approach of NCWM sanctioned training, it is a goal to be an open system while maintaining standards so that needed
training resources are available. Therefore, the entire weights and measures community can benefit from participating in
the training program.

Each type of training delivery to be sanctioned by the NCWM, whether by a Certified Instructor or Qualified Trainer,
whether afull course, short course, correspondence course, or other type, is required to include assessment tools. Thisis
to determine the effectiveness of the instruction, the benefit to the student, and any recommendations for improving the
training. These tools will include student evaluation forms, instructor evaluation forms, and a tool for providing the
administrators of the program (NCWM’'s A&P Committee) with updates and suggestions for improvement. Before
NCWM awards any credits or recognition, all of these instructors must submit this documentation.

Instructor Training delivery currently depends on training grant funds given by NIST to NCWM. The A&P Chairman, as
Principal Investigator, will keep the Conference and A&P Committee informed on the availability of grant funds for
training. The main objective of this training plan is to allow the NCWM membership to vote on accepting the training
courses.  Once the members accept them, the training would be in a three-year cycle that allows jurisdictions to plan
training in advance. Instructor Training Courses are normally offered in March/April and August/September each year.

1. Responsibilities:

a The A&P Committee will provide a prioritized list of at least four training subjects per year in order of
priority to OWM at the Interim Meeting. The Committee will use the Trainer Subcommittee, Certified and
Qualified Trainers, and Regional Association training requests, and NCWM surveys to determine class priority.

b. OWM selects a minimum of two training subjects to develop and present. OWM will develop/update al
training materials associated with the training subject. NIST will use OWM resources whenever possible along
with input from the Training Subcommittee. Grant funds will pay for outside contracts.

c. Schools will be held in the Washington, D.C. area whenever possible. Speciaized training will be held in
other areas as needed (i.e. Loading-Rack Meter Training at a Tank Farm). NCWM will receive al publications,
handbooks, and materials necessary for training. OWM will provide certificates of training and NCWM
Educational Units (EU's) to al students who successfully complete the training.

d. Students will be reimbursed for travel expenses from the NIST Training Grant Funds for attending an OWM
Instructor Training Course. Only individuals who meet prerequisites for Certified Instructor or Qualified Trainer
Status, or for individuals who attend the course for reasons related to NTP improvement will be permitted to
attend. NCWM must give prior approval for travel expense reimbursement for attendance.

e. NIST Training Grant Funds will be available to NCWM Certified Instructors or Qualified Trainers who are
approved by the A&P Committee or OWM. The grant will pay any expenses that are directly involved in
delivering training courses to jurisdictions or industry groups.

F. Student Certification

To assure the integrity of the credentials awarded under the authority of the NCWM’s National Training Program,
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students must meet the criteria in each functional area under pre-established standards for Certification of students.
Students will receive recognition, other than a Certificate, for attending training and successfully completing special
training such as short courses based on NCWM NTP.

1. Students will receive NCWM Education Units (EUs) which OWM will track using the existing NCWM
system. One (1) EU will be awarded for every ten (10) hours of NCWM approved sanctioned training. OWM
will determine the number of EU credits for full Instructor OWM Training courses and subsequent delivery of
the subject full-course training to students, field officials, and industry. For customized training, such as short
courses, the A&P Committee will determine the number of EU hours to be awarded based on the
recommendation of the Certified Instructor under which the course was designed or delivered.

2. For students to be eligible for certification in a particular subject or functional area, they must meet the
following requirements:

a  Successfully complete of any prerequisites core courses, established by the NCWM curriculum;

b. Attend a full course for the minimum time with the approved content delivered by techniques and/or
approved trainers as set by NCWM.

¢.  Successfully complete an examination that assesses subject matter competence;

d. Submit a completed Student Evaluation Form for the training course attended;

e. Be evauated as competent based on an NCWM followup and field evaluation for each subject. The
evaluation will be conducted by someone who is qualified to determine competency in the subject area. The

evaluation will be completed using an NCWM approved checklist;

f. Nomination on an approved NCWM form with documentation of the above requirements having been met;

Individuals who successfully complete special courses, short courses, or other courses that are not full NCWM courses
will receive recognition. An exam for subject matter competency will be required for all NCWM-sanctioned training.
Students who attend such courses and successfully complete a competency exam will receive a “Certification of
Completion” for the course. The certificate will include a course title that describes the course completed. The
appropriate EUs (as determined by the A&P Committee or Trainer Subcommittee) will be awarded and tracked in the
NTP registry maintained by OWM.

G.

Resour ce Requirements

The NTP's strategic plan provides a framework for decisions and delivery regardless of the level of resources. However,
in an effort to develop a comprehensive training resource for national needs, the Working Group suggests that a funding
proposal be developed based on the following population characteristics and program component goals.

2.

1. Population characteristics for Legal Metrology

Potential Students

Private Industry 20,000 individuals
Public Jurisdictions 749 State, County, City
Public Officials 3,000 individuals

Current Resour ces
Certified Instructors 15 trainers
OWM Staff - 5 staff (does not include metrology and OWM staffs' other responsibilities).
Program Component and Goals for a Comprehensive NTP

a  Number of OWM trainersfor Instructor Training

A&P-27



Administration and Public Affairs Committee
Goal: Enough staff or funds for contracting with Certified Instructors to maintain materials and conduct the
various subjects and level of courses to keep Certified Instructors and Qualified Trainers available and current in
each region.
b.  Number of Certified Instructor and Qualified Trainers West/South, NE/Central
Goal: Enough available to keep training current within the regions for officials and private industry.
c. Number of trainer classes
Goal: Enough to meet needs of jurisdictions to maintain Certified Instructor and Qualified Trainer Standards.

d.  Number of student courses

Goal: Adequate training opportunities are available so that only NCWM-certified officials work in an
independent capacity in jurisdictions and that ample training opportunities are available for the private sector.

e.  Number of courses and frequency of review and updating.

Goal: Materials maintained and updated prior to delivery without unnecessarily delaying a requested training
program.

f.  Trainer Subcommittee

Goal: Adequate funding for travel, materials, developing and fulfilling all NTP responsibilities.
Based on the above information and goals, the Working Group recommends that a key group of trainers and
administrators be convened. They should develop a redlistic budget proposa starting with this report. The Group's
insight into existing program delivery, cost, and common needs will provide the groundwork for a credible proposal. The
fina budget should include the efforts of the Service Person Outreach Work Group and the Voluntary Program
Assessment Work Group.
H. Work Plan Recommendations
The NTP Strategic Plan Work Group recommends the following to NCWM'’ s Strategic Planning process.
1. With the Trainer Subcommittee reporting to the A& P Committee, move forward, as proposed at the Interim Meeting.

2. Rely on the A& P Committee to implement and develop any policy and administrative details. NCWM Publication 11
will require revision.

3. Establish aselect group of individuals to complete a resource assessment to establish abudget. Members should
include Legislature Liaison, Budget, OWM, AMC, and A&P.

4. Request that the VVoluntary Program Assessment Work Group, the Service Person Outreach Work Group, and the
Legislature Liaison by the A& P Committee coordinate NTP development.

5. Disband the NTP Strategic Plan Work Group. The Committee acknowledges the contributions of Barbara

DeSalvo(Ohio), Max Gray (Florida), Richard Greek (San Luis Obispo County, California), Bruce Martell (Vermont), and
James Ross (OWM) for their outstanding contributions to and participation in the efforts of this working group.
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Appendix D
Certification Summary
(As of June 30, 1999)

Sta"t';“i”fc}ai | Total | NTP Course No.
1 32:;:;: ,:':o',:fei 202 | 203 | 204 | 205 | 206 ‘ 302 | 303 | 304 | 305 | 601
: , ' IMod 1*IMod 2| Mod 4 [Mod 7 Mod 6|Mod 5| Mod 8 |Mod 20/Mod 19|Mod 21/Mod 10
i 4 [ e (s I
| 23 43 7l Py 1 AR S TR )
| 2 729 s T S N
i 129 2 2 ;19 " 110 I I I i
1 1 i o
! 7 7 { . I A S R e
‘ 86 30 | 19 19 | | 20 13 6 | 2 15
5 5 ! ' ! o | 5

Total | 2059 1070 75 332 94 ' 189 17 236 ' 577 | 194 | 3t 44 260

i i .

* NTP Module 1 was incorporated in Module 2, now Course No. 202 (May 1894)
**USDA Grain ion/Packers and y Administrati
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Administration and Public Affairs Committee

NATIONAL TRAINING PROGRAM REGISTRY
SUMMARY OF METROLOGY SEMINAR ACTIVITY

(As of June 30, 1999)

Courses Listed in the NTP Registry:

No. 201, Basic Metrology [ No. 203, Intermediate Metrology
No. 202, Basic Metrology II No. 204, Advanced Metrology
Individuals Trained by Course
Course No.

State 201 202 203 204 Totals
AL 1 1
AK 1 2 2 5
AZ 3 3 3 1 10
CA 1 1 4 1 7
[ofe) 2 2 1 5
CT 2 2
DE 1 1 2 1 5
FL 4 4 1 tJ
GA 1 1 1 3
Hi 2 2 4
1D 1 1 1 3
It 5 4 1 10
N 1 1 2 4
1A 1 1 1 3
KS 2 2 2 1 7
KY 2 2 4
ME 4 4 1 9
MD 8 8 8 24
MA 1 1 2
Mi 1 1 3 5
MN 1 3 1 5
MS 2 2 3 7
MO 2 2 1 5
NE 2 2
NV 1 1 2
NH 1 1 1 3
NJ 1 1
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Administration and Public Affairs Committee

Individuals Trained by Course

Course No.

State 201 202 203 204 Totals
NM 1 1 1 3
NY 2 2 2 1 7
NC 10 7 4 2 23
ND 2 2 2 6
OH 2 2 1 5
OK 1 2 3
OR 1 1 1 3
PA 1 1 2 4
PR 3 3 5 12

RI 1 3 4
sC 2 2 1 5
SD 1 1 2
TN 3 3 1 7
X 3 3 3 9
uT 1 1
VT 1 1
VA 4 4 3 11
WA 1 1 2 1 5
wv 3 3 2 8
wi 2 2
Other
Canada 2 2
Associate 89 18 37 22 166
Members
GIPSA 6 1 7
Totals 183 107 117 36 443
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Administration and Public Affairs Committee

NATIONAL TRAINING PROGRAM REGISTRY
SUMMARY OF NIST-NCWM INSTRUCTOR TRAINING PROGRAMS

(As of June 30, 1999)

Courses listed in the NTP Registry and total NCWM Educational Units (EUs) awarded:

No. 207, Retail Computing Scales 3.10 EUs
No. 306, Liquefied Petroleum Gas Liquid-Measuring Devices 3.5 EUs
No. 307, Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers and Consoles2.8 EUs
No. 501, National Type Evaluation Program (NTEP) 2.2 EUs
No. 603, Handbook 133, Checking the Net Contents of Packaged Goods 3.5 EUs

No. 604, Price Verification2.2 EUs

Individuals Trained by Course
Sponsor Course Course | Course | Course | Course | Course Total
No. 207 No.306 | No.307 | No.501 No. 603 No. 604
NIST-
NCWM 52 14 42 146 91 372
Total NCWM Educational Units Awarded
Course Course Course Course Course No. | Course No. Total
No. 207 No. 306 No. 307 No. 501 603 604
175.6 49.00 117.60 59.40 511.00 200.20 1112.80
ALABAMA ARKANSAS
Steadman Hollis Handbook 133 Tim Chesser NTEP
Frank Gissendanner Price Verification Handbook 133
Handbook 133 Roger Frazier Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers
Price Verification
ALASKA Richard Slater Retail Computing Scales
Harlin Wheeler Handbook 133

Scott Bowen
Mike Campbell

John M. Landis
Mike Nethercott

Carson Keith
John Moore

David A. Turner

NTEP

Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
NTEP

Price Verification

CALIFORNIA

Thomas Bloomer

Steve Clay

James Delperdang

Retail Computing Scales

Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
Price Verification

NTEP
Handbook 133

Price Verification

Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers

ARIZONA Marianne Delperdang
Richard Greek
NTEP Dennis Johannes
Handbook 133
NTEP Michael Kelly
Price Verification Roger Macey
Retail Computing Scales Brett Saum

A&P-40

Handbook 133
LPG




COLORADO
Robert Athearn Handbook 133
Price Verification
Scott Boyd NTEP
Douglas Jones NTEP
Dennis McCrary Retail Computing Scales

Howard Noble Handbook 133

CONNECTICUT
William Donahoe

Frank Forrest
Thomas Phelps

Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
LPG

Handbook 133

Charles R Smith Price Verification

Peter Wilson Handbook 133
DELAWARE

Steve Connors Handbook 133
Anthony Deserto LPG
NTEP

Price Verification

William Lagemann Price Verification
Stephen Nickerson Handbook 133

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Handbook 133
Price Verification
Retail Computing Scales

Jeffrey Mason

FLORIDA

Carlos D’ Arcy Handbook 133

Fred Derby Handbook 133
Robert Garris NTEP

Price Verification
Steve Hadder Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers

Price Verification
Retail Computing Scales
Handbook 133

Don M. Williams

Bryan Yongue

GEORGIA
Sam Burtz, Jr. Price Verification
Tony Davis Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
Jerry Flanders Handbook 133

Oscar Garrison Handbook 133

HAWAII

Earl Payanal Retail Computing Scales

NTEP

Administration and Public Affairs Committee

Dianne Yamamoto

Mike Hartruft
Kevin Merritt

Mike Proctor

Richard Philmon

Greg Plym
Tad Tucker

Kyran Wagenecht

Jerry Clingaman, Jr.
Sherry Fowlkes

Michael Horan

Michelle 1. Phillips

Darryl Brown

Susan Bulver
Ivan Hankins II1
Michael Norris

Charles Oakley
Arlyn Oman

Ralph Venteicher

Jim Behrendt
Teg Chaffee
Terry Davis
Chris Farthing

A&P-4]

Price Verification
Handbook 133

IDAHO

Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
Handbook 133

Price Verification

Retail Computing Scales
NTEP

ILLINOIS

Handbook 133

Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
LPG

Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
Retail Computing Scales

INDIANA

Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
NTEP

Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
Price Verification

Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers

IOWA

Retail Computing Scales
Price Verification
Handbook 133

Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers
NTEP

Price Verification

Handbook 133

NTEP

Retail Computing Scales
Retail Computing Scales
Handbook 133

NTEP

Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
LPG

KANSAS

Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
Retail Computing Scales
NTEP

Retail Computing Scales



Handbook 133
Price Verification
Retail Computing Scales

Maureen Henzler

Lewis Hutfles LPG
Robert Schneider Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers
Charles Stutesman NTEP
KENTUCKY

Robert Ginter Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
James Kemp Handbook 133
Luther Nall Retail Computing Scales
Randy Wise Handbook 133

Price Verification

LOUISIANA

Archie Lambert
Isaiah Lawson

Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers
Handbook 133

Price Verification

Danny McCartney NTEP
Retail Computing Scales
Handbook 133

MAINE

John Cunningham Retail Computing Scales
Price Verification

Price Verification

Handbook 133
NTEP

Danny Newcombe
Harold Prince

MARYLAND

Handbook 133
Handbook 133

Price Verification
Handbook 133
Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales

Eugene Baumann
Robert Eaves

Thomas Fagan Jr.
Michael Frailer

Dale Godfrey Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
Lisa Griffith Handbook 133
William Hall Handbook 133

Handbook 133
Handbook 133
Price Verification
LPG

Handbook 133
Handbook 133
Price Verification
Retail Computing Scales
NTEP

Handbook 133
Handbook 133
Price Verification
LPG

Mark Lambert
Donald Mason

Barbara Miller
Edward Payne, Jr.

James Price I11
Kenneth Ramsburg

Administration and Public Affairs Committee

Retail Computing Scales
Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers

Leila Smith NTEP
Will Wotthlie Handbook 133
LPG
Retail Computing Scales
NTEP

MASSACHUSETTS

Stephen Agostinelli Handbook 133

Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers

Stephen Berard Handbook 133
Price Verification

Retail Computing Scales

Mark Coyne (Brockton) Retail Computing Scales
Handbook 133

NTEP

Thomas Hansbury Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
Robert McGrath (Boston) Handbook 133

NTEP

Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
Retail Computing Scales
Handbook 133

David Niemczura
Richard Oliver
Harvey Paclat (Boston)

MICHIGAN

Robert DeRubeis
Terry Gawel

Retail Computing Scales

Price Verification
Retail Computing Scales
Frank Iacopeli Handbook 133
Brad Pagrati Price Verification
Ed Paladi Handbook 133
Michael Pinagel Handbook 133
Price Verification

LPG

Retail Computing Scales

NTEP

Handbook 133

Dennis Ross NTEP

Judi VanScott Price Verification

Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers

Tim White NTEP
MINNESOTA

Roger Menk Handbook 133

Julie Quinn Price Verification
MISSISSIPPI

Harold Baughman Price Verification

Ralph Blake Handbook 133

Price Verification

Retail Computing Scales

Gerald Broom LPG
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William E. Burgess, Jr.

Sammy Lang

Wayne Fritts

Dwain Snider

Randy Griswold
Jack Kane

Alfred Page
Fred Steinbacher
H. Ray Waylett

Scott Amer
Don Onwiler

Terrence Powell

Kevin Coyne

George Dorsa

Edward M. Hoganson

David M. Scheller

Price Verification
Handbook 133

MISSOURI

Retail Computing Scales
Handbook 133

Price Verification

NTEP

MONTANA

Price Verification

Handbook 133

LPG

NTEP

Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers
LPG

Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales

NEBRASKA

LPG

NTEP

Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers
Retail Computing Scales
Handbook 133

NEVADA

Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
Price Verification

Handbook 133

NTEP

Retail Computing Scales
Price Verification

Price Verification

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Richard Cote

Jeff Wentworth
Ernest T. West
Kevin Young

Price Verification
Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
Price Verification
Handbook 133

LPG

Administration and Public Affairs Committee

Robert Alviene
John McGuire
Joseph Romano

Joe Gomez

Wilfred Mendoza
Johnny M. Peralta
Steve Sumner

David Turning

Steven A. Martin
Michael Sikula

NEW JERSEY

Handbook 133
Handbook 133
Price Verification

NEW MEXICO

NTEP

Price Verification

Handbook 133

LPG

Handbook 133

Price Verification

Retail Computing Scales
Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers

NEW YORK

Price Verification
Handbook 133

NORTH CAROLINA

Gerald Brown

Jerry Butler

William Nelson
Donnie Perry
James L. Skipper

Price Verification

Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
NTEP

Retail Computing Scales
Handbook 133

Handbook 133

Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers

NORTH DAKOTA

William Bianco, Sr.

Barbara DeSalvo
John R. Gray

Thomas Kamphaus

Roger Lawson
Kenneth Wheeler

Jeffrey Yankosky (Cincinnati)

Charles Carter

A&P-43

Handbook 133
ORIO

Handbook 133
Handbook 133

Price Verification
Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
Handbook 133

OKLAHOMA

Handbook 133
Retail Computing Scales
Price Verification



OREGON

Clark Cooney LPG
Henry Lasher Retail Computing Scales
Christine A. Parks Handbook 133
James E. Ross NTEP
Russ Wyckoff NTEP
Retail Motor Fuel
Dispensers
PENNSYLVANIA
Robert Bonner Price Verification
Charles Bruckner Price Verification

Marinne Caszatt

Michele DeMarshall (Philadelphia)

Dean Ely

Price Verification

Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers
NTEP

Handbook 133
Price Verification
Retail Computing Scales
LPG

Price Verification

PENNSYLVANIA (continued)

Rick A. Fogal

Bradley Lundberg

Allen W. Martin
Michael McGoff
Donald McGowan
George Mensch
Anthony Pagano
Edward Petricca

Steven Reilly (Bucks County)

Ronald Roof
Douglas Rudy
Danielle Shiako
Joshua Stephanian

Handbook 133

Price Verification

Handbook 133

Price Verification

Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers
Retail Computing Scales
Price Verification

Price Verification

Price Verification

Price Verification

Price Verification
Handbook 133

Price Verification

Price Verification

Price Verification

Price Verification

A. Courtney Yelle (Bucks County) Price Verification

PUERTO RICO

Otilio Rodriguez Colon

RHODE ISLAND

Bernard Augustine
Lynda Agresti Maurer

Handbook 133

Price Verification
Handbook 133

Administration and Public Affairs Committee

SOUTH CAROLINA

David Ellisor

Ronnie P. West

Price Verification
Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
NTEP

Price Verification

SOUTH DAKOTA

Dick Bowman
Ralph Busch

Gary Cloyd
Charles E. Coleman

Dale Drinnon
Rickey Freeman
Randy Jennings
William LaFont
Danny Ray Scott

James Thompson

Robert G. Williams

Clyde E. Woods

Debborah Danford
Harvey Fischer

Oscar Garrison
Pete Holcombe
Sally Preston
Edwin J. Price

Richard Rendon
Damon Slaydon

Jim Wiechkoske

Mark Deming
Brett Gurney

Aé&P-44

Handbook 133
NTEP
Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers

TENNESSEE

Handbook 133
Handbook 133

Price Verification

Retail Computing Scales
Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers
Handbook 133
Handbook '133

LPG

H 133

Retail Computing Scales
Handbook 133

NTEP

Handbook 133

NTEP
Price Verification
Handbook 133

TEXAS

Handbook 133
Handbook 133

Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
Handbook 133

Price Verification
Handbook 133

Price Verification
Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
Handbook 133

NTEP

Price Verification
Retail Computing Scales
LPG

UTAH

NTEP
Handbook 133



Mitzi Hansen Price Verification

Dale Kunze Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
David Paice Retail Computing Scales
VERMONT
Greg Ballou Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
Raymond Cioffi NTEP

Handbook 133
Handbook 133

Price Verification

James Cameron
Hugh Lund

VIRGINIA
John L. Bates

G. Weston Diggs
Jeff Rogers

Price Verification
Handbook 133
Handbook 133

VIRGIN ISLANDS

Collin Brooks
Archie Corbitt

Price Verification

Handbook 133

WASHINGTON
John Allen Handbook 133
LPG

Price Verification
Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
Price Verification

Mike Mann Retail Computing Scales
Rick Mulcahy Retail Computing Scales
Keith Stoner (Seattle) Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers

Tim Douglass (Seattle)
Bruce Feagan (Seattle)

Arthur Fluharty

WEST VIRGINIA
Stephen Casto LPG
Retail Computing Scales
Handbook 133
NTEP
William A. Cobb Handbook 133

Price Verification
Dennis F. Harrison Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers
WISCONSIN

Price Verification
Handbook 133

Retail Computing Scales
NTEP

Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers

Kathryn Dresser

Administration and Public Affairs Committee

WYOMING

Kim W. Decker Handbook 133

Quince Olsen Handbook 133

Albie Mickelson Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers

Ron Weber Handbook 133
Albania

Dritan Meta Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers

Tanzania, East Africa

Rose Katabi Retail Computing Scales

Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers
Wayne Division -Dresser Industries

Cheryl Forster
Dale Godfrey

Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
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Administration and Public Affairs Committee
Appendix E

Associate Membership Training Scholarship Funds Activity
(Funds must be distributed by September 30, 1999)

State Region Type of Date of No. of Amount Amount Comments
Training Training Students of Awarded
Request
Scholarship
New York NE Newsletter $500 0 awarded to
NEWMA
Cost of 3221025 NY
New York NE Facility 1999 Association $500 $500
NY State 82t 6 NY
New York NE Tech Schoo! 1999 Officials $500 $500
Price 5/10to 13
NEWMA NE Verification 1999 50 $500 $500
NEWMA NE Newsletter $500 $500
Cost of
Mass NE Facility Spring 99 30 to 40 $500 $500
SWMA S Newsletter $500 $500
Vehicle
Tennessee S Scale Early 99 5 $500 $500
Retail 11/98 or
Louisiana S Motor-Fuel 3/99 42 $3200 $1000
Price Class
Texas S Verification Jan-99 10 $1100 0 Cancelled
Retail 5/3t07
Arkansas S Scales 1999 21 $1500 $500
Vehicle
Kentucky S Scales March 99 6 $744 $500
CWMA Central | Newsletter $500 $500
Fall/Winter
Michigan | Central Technical 1998/99 13 $6950 $500
Milk Oct
Missouri Central Volume 98 $697 $500
Intermediate
Idaho Western | Metrology Oct 98 1 $1090 0 Rejected
Investigative
San Diego, | Western | Techniques April 99 2 $1588 $500
CA
Totals $21,369 $7500
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NTEP Committee

Report of the
National Type Evaluation Program Committee

Steven A. Malone, Chairman of the NTEP Committee
Administrator
Nebraska Weights and Measures Division

500 Introduction

The National Type Evaluation Program Committee submits its Report for the 84™ National Conference on Weights and
Measures. This document consists of the Interim Report presented in NCWM Publication 16 “Program and Committee
Reports,” as amended in the Addendum Sheets issued during the Annua Meeting. The Committee considered
communications received prior to and during the 84" Annual Meeting which are noted in this report. The Report contains
items related to NTEP. These items were formerly included as a 102 series in conjunction with the report of the NCWM
Board of Directors (BOD).

Reference Key Items Contained in the Report

Table A identifiesall of theitems contained in the report by Reference Key Number, Item Title, and Page Number. Theitem
numbers are those assigned in the Interim Meeting Agenda. Voting items are indicated with a“ V" after the item number.
Items marked with an “ 1" after the reference key number are informational items. An item marked with a“W” means that
item has been withdrawn.

TableA - Agenda Items

Reference

Key No. Title of Item Page
501-1 U.S. - Canada Mutual Recognition of Type Evaluation Program Report ..

501-2 OIML Certificate Project

501-3 Test Data Exchange Agreements

|
|
|
501-4 I Adoption of Uniform Regulation for National Type Evaluation by the States .
|
|
|
|

501-5 NTEP Policy: Challenges to a Certificate of Conformance and Verification that Production Meets Type
501-6 NTEP Participating Laboratories and Evaluations Report

501-7 NTETC SeCtor REPOIS........covvveveirererieierireseeiereeeeeeeeneneees

501-8 Establishing an Internet Version of the Index of NTEP Certificates of Conformance

501-9 V  Additions and Revisions to the Definitions for Grain Moisture Metersin NCWM Publication 14
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Details of All Items
501-1 | U.S. - Canada Mutual Recognition of Type Evaluation Program Report
Source: Carryover Item 102-1 of the Report of the Executive Committee & NTEP Committee of the83rd NCWM, 1998.

Background/Discussion: At the 1999 Interim Meeting, TinaButcher, NIST Office of Weightsand Measures (NIST-OWM),
updated the Committee on the progress of work with Canada since the Committee’s last meeting. The mutual recognition
program with Canada on weighing devices continues to operate successfully. No changes have occurred in this area of the
program.

Progress has been made in establishing a program for liquid-measuring devices. InAugust 1998, Will Wotthlie, MD NTEP
Laboratory, and Dick Suiter, NIST-OWM, participated in ajoint eval uation of aretail motor-fuel dispenser with M easurement
Canadastaff. Following the evaluation, M easurement Canadasummarized differencesin U.S. and Canadian requirements, and
NTEP staff confirmed these areas. Based upon the joint evaluation, NTEP staff and Measurement Canada staff agreed to
initiate a pilot program. Under the pilot program, a manufacturer can request for an evaluation to be conducted by
Measurement Canada in accordance with NTEP requirements; this testing may be performed in conjunction with testing to
Canadian requirements. NTEP will accept the resulting data from Measurement Canada as a basis for issuing an NTEP
Certificate for the device. Measurement Canada asked that, at least initially, the scope of the program be limited to retail
motor-fuel dispensers. Thisinitial limitation will facilitateimplementation of the program and enable M easurement Canadato
confirm whether or not the program fits within the strategic direction of their organization. Mrs. Butcher noted that this
program will not be amutual recognition program as in the weighing area, but will instead result in the recognition of data
collected by Measurement Canada as the basis for issuing an NTEP Certificate.

Mrs. Butcher reported that NIST-OWM is preparing acommunication package announcing the pilot program and detailing the
conditions under which the program will operate. NTEP will distribute this material to all holders of NTEP Certificates of
Conformance and interested parties.

1999 Annual Meeting Action: TinaButcher, NIST-OWM, and Mr. GillesVinet, Measurement Canada, reported that further
work on the pilot program for liquid-measuring devices has been put on hold pending discussions between NCWM and NIST
to reorganize the NTEP program. The program for weighing devices continues to operate asit hasin the past.

501-2 | OIML Certificate Project
Source: Carryover Item 102-2 of the Report of the Executive Committee & NTEP Committee of the 83rd NCWM, 1998.

Background/Discussion: At the 1999 Annua Meeting, Tina Butcher, NIST-OWM, gave the following update to the
Committee on NTEP activitiesrelated to NTEPissuing OIML Certificates. The Office of Weightsand Measures appreciates
the assistance provided by Dr. Sam Chappell’s office in these activities.

OIML R60, Load Cells: Sinceannouncing R60 test capability in April 1997, NTEP received two applicationsfor R60 testing.

NTEP recently completed testing on these load cells and is pleased to announce the issuance of the first two U.S. OIML
Certificates. Thefirst OIML Certificate wasissued to Mettler-Toledo, Inc. prior to the 1999 I nterim M eeting and the second to
Revere Transducers, Inc. shortly thereafter. Sincethe Interim Meeting, additional R60 testing was completed and athird R60
Certificate was issued to expand the capacities listed on one of the two original R60 Certificates.

OIML R76, Non-Automatic Weighing I nstruments: NTEP announced R76 test capability in July 1998. Shortly prior tothe
1999 Interim Meeting, NTEP received itsfirst application for an R76 test. Sincethe Interim Meeting, an additional application
was received and testing has commenced on at least one of the devices. No R76 Certificates have been issued to date.

Thetwo R76 NTEP laboratories are reviewing atrial software package for recording and processing R76 test reports and are

awaiting receipt of arevised version of the same package for review. A decision to purchase a software package for the two
laboratories will be made based on feedback from the laboratories.

501-3 | Test Data Exchange Agreements
Source: Carryover Item 102-3 of the Report of the Executive Committee & NTEP Committee of the 83rd NCWM, 1998.
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Background/Discussion: At the 1999 Interim Meeting, Dr. Sam Chappell, Chief, NIST Technica StandardsActivities(TSA)
Program, updated the Committee on progress in establishing a test data exchange agreement with other countries. Dr.
Chappell noted that this work was initiated at the request of the NCWM which asked NIST to coordinate a meeting with
representatives of other OIML countries that routinely issue OIML Certificates.

A meeting attended by representatives of the NCWM, NIST-OWM, NIST-TSA, and other OIML countrieswasheld at NIST
in April 1998. Aninitial draft of an agreement was developed at that meeting, and, although participants were not able to
agree to accept the agreement as written, they felt it was a good start toward establishing an agreement. The magjor area of
disagreement wasin the scope of the agreement. Some partici pants wanted the agreement to establish the provision for “one-
stop testing” in which any country can perform all tests required by another country’s requirements. Other participants,
including the NCWM representatives, felt that the agreement should begin with alimited approach of recognizing OIML test
data and be expanded as mutual confidence for operating the agreement is established among the laboratories. The U.S.
representatives noted the successful approach taken with US/Canadamutual recognition work. The US/Canadaprogram began
with simple devices and expanded to include more complex devices and a broader scope of activities as confidence in the
program and in the participants was established. Meeting participants al so acknowledged the need to establish confidencein
each other’s laboratories and to establish criteria that might be used to assess the relative capabilities of alaboratory in a
specific testing area.

Dr. Chappell reported that the members of OIML are quite interested to establish an agreement quickly. He provided a
schedule of activitiesto an OIML work group to encourage progress of thework. Dr. Chappell hasinvited his counterpartsto
discuss the draft mutual agreement in conjunction with a Presidential Council meeting in late February. Thelatest proposal
does include the concept of one-stop testing and would also include the criteria for laboratory accreditation.

Dr. Chappell noted that the work group may call another meeting at NIST in May or June, and he also noted that the work
group has atarget date of having a framework agreement that would be endorsed by CIML at its meeting in October 1999.
Under the current proposed framework, at least three member countries must sign up in any one of a number of testing
categories. The participants may be different for different categories of devices. Hopefully, the NCWM will select
agreements in which they feel comfortable participating.

Members of the NTEP Committee noted that, particularly with the recent issuance of the first U.S. OIML Certificates, they
are interested in seeing whether or not other countries accept the U.S. Certificates before the Committee takes a position on
mutually accepting other countries’ test results. The Committee noted ageneral willingness under such an agreement to accept
another country’sOIML CC asabasis of issuing an NTEP CC, but to reserve theright to do additional testing if NTEPfelt it
Was necessary.

1999 Annual Meeting Action: Dr. Sam Chappell,, NIST-TSA, updated the Committee on progress in this area since the
Interim Meeting. Dr. Chappell reported that aWork Group Meeting was held in Paris during the first week of Juneto discuss
the proposed test data exchange agreement. The meeting was attended by approximately 40 people representing seventeen
different countries. In addition to Dr. Chappell, U.S. representatives at the meeting included Ms. Barbara Bloch, Director,
California Division of Measurement Standards, representing NCWM; Mr. John Elengo, NIST Technical Consultant; Mr.
Darrell Flocken, Mettler-Toledo; and Mr. Gary Lameris, Hobart Corporation. Ms. Bloch provided the NTEP Committee with
areport of that meeting; a copy of her report is found in Appendix A. Dr. Chappell noted that the initial scope of the
agreement islimited to aparticular category of instruments and, while this does not represent abig community of participants,
itisagloba community.

During the discussion of thisissue, Committee membersnoted that someinternational work group participants have expressed
aninterest in conducting NTEP testing (in addition to testing to OIML recommendations and their own country requirements)
on devices submitted to their laboratories. Such an approach would provide the convenience of “one-stop testing” to
manufacturerswho could havetheir devicestested to multiple countries’ requirementsin onelocation. The Committee noted
that NTEP currently accepts results of NTEP tests conducted by Measurement Canada; however, the process of establishing
the agreement with Canada was somewhat different than the process proposed for establishing the test data exchange
agreement. The establishment of the US-Canada agreement included mutual training of each country’ s laboratory personnel
and also included the development of joint worksheetsand application forms. The Committee noted that this process provided
ahigh degree of confidence in each country’ s testing capability; however, the approach required a great deal of resourcesto
implement and maintain. Since such alevel of resourcesisnot presently available to work with multiple countries on future
international agreements, the Committee recognizesthat different approaches must be considered. The Committeeisinterested
in hearing from NCWM members whether or not their jurisdictions would be willing to accept NTEP test data from other
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countries.
501-4 | Adoption of Uniform Regulation for National Type Evaluation by the States
Sour ce: NTEP Committee — Status Report

Background/Discussion: Daryl Tonini, Scale Manufacturers Association (SMA), updated the NTEP Committee at both the
Interim and Annual meetings on the status of SMA'sdriveto assist States to adopt the Uniform Regulation for Nationa Type
Evaluation (URNTE) and the Uniform Regulation for the Voluntary Registration of Servicepersons and Service Agencies
(VRR). An updated map depicting the adoption of the NTEP and the Voluntary Registration Regulations is included in
Appendix B. Mr. Tonini reported that Vermont continues to work toward adoption, and Kentucky’s Attorney General’s
office plansto proceed with adoption of NTEP. Texasreportsthat, whilethey do not presently intend to formally adopt NTEP,
they ask for NTEP Certificates of Conformance when there are questions concerning compliance of adevice with Handbook
44. Gary West, New Mexico, reported to the Committee that New Mexico isin the process of adopting an NTEP regulation
and asked for comments on a draft regulation from various members of the weights and measures community.

SMA continuesto host NTEP breakfasts for State Directors at the regional weights and measures association meetings. SMA
polled the NTEP |aboratories for suggestions on questionsto be discussed at future breakfasts. Discussionsat these breakfasts
have greatly assisted Statesinimplementing NTEP and in identifying differencesin implementation among the States. SMA is
compiling the questions discussed at past breakfast meetings and will provide the summary to the NCWM. The summary
should prove useful in assisting States to eliminate, to the extent practical, differencesin their implementation of NTEP.

Mr. Tonini reported that States with some form of aregistered service agency program seem to have the strongest programs.
These States use the registered service agency requirements as a means to require training of service personnel, thus
strengthening and improving the general compliance of devices with Handbook 44. Lou Straub, Maryland, reported to the
Committee at the 1999 Interim Meeting that Maryland prepared draft material to establish aregistration program and received
support from Maryland’ s Department of Agriculture. Mr. Straub recognized theimportance of extending training beyond the
weights and measures staff to the service personnel.

501-5 | NTEP Policy: Challengesto a Certificate of Conformanceand Verification that
Production Meets Type

Source: Carryover Item 102-6 of the Report of the Executive Committee & NTEP Committee of the 83rd NCWM, 1998.

Background/Discussion: In 1998, the NTEP Business Plan Work Group drafted procedures to: 1) address the issue of
assuring that weighing and measuring devices produced for the marketplace are the same asthemodel or type of thedevice
that was approved by NTEP; and 2) resolve challengesto NTEP Certificates of Conformance. The procedureswereintended
to ultimately become part of National Conference on Weights and Measures (NCWM) Publication 14, NTEP Administrative
Procedures, Technical Policy, Checklists, and Test Procedures.

The draft procedures (see Appendix C) were published for comment in NCWM Publication 16, Program and Committee
Reportsfor the 83rd Annual Meeting. Based on the commentsit received, the Work Group felt that there was alack of strong
support for the original proposal with regard to verification that production meetstype. Consequently, the Work Group began
considering an alternative proposal (see Appendix D) that involvesreceiving feedback from the States at theinitial verification
stagein the U.S. legal metrology system. The Work Group decided to collect industry comments on the approach to take to
help ensure that production meetstype. The Scale Manufacturers Association, the Gas Pump Manufacturers Association, and
the Meter Manufacturers Association were asked to take the original proposal and the new proposal back to their respective
organizations and develop input for consideration by the Work Group by December 1,1998. The production meetstypeissue
was also added to the agendas of the fall 1998 meetings of the NTETC Weighing and Measuring Sectors.

At the 1999 Interim Meeting, Barbara Bloch, NTEP Business Plan Work Group Chairman, reported to the NTEP Committee
on the progress of the Work Group. Ms. Bloch reported that the last formal meeting of the Work Group wasMay 1998. The
Work Group received comments from SMA, GPMA, MMA, and others on the “alternative proposal” described above (see
Appendix D. The Work Group agreed to review these comments at its next meeting February 3-4, 1999. Ms. Bloch
encouraged members of the NTEP Committee and other interested partiesto attend the Work Group’ s meeting. Following that
meeting, the Work Group expects to have recommendations on the business plan aswell ason theissue of production meeting
type. The Work Group will update the NTEP Committee on its progress at the NCWM July 1999 Annual Mesting.
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1999 Annual Meeting Action: The Committee heard areport from BarbaraBloch of the progress of the NTEP Business Plan
Work Group. A copy of the Work Group’s July 1999 report to the NTEP Committeeisincluded in Appendix E. Ms. Bloch
distributed notebooks including the July 1999 report, adetailed progressreport, and other related materialsto the Committee.
A few additional copies of these notebooks are available upon request from NIST-OWM.

The NTEP Committee again acknowledged the contributions of the Work Group and expressed appreciation of its continued
efforts.

501-6 | NTEP Participating L abor atories and Evaluations Report
Source: NTEP Committee — Status Report

1999 Interim Meeting Action:  Lynn Sebring, NIST-OWM, presented a report of laboratory activities to the NTEP
Committee at the NCWM Interim Meeting. Ms. Sebring noted that the new NTEP database has given NTEP additional
flexibility in the management and review of NTEP process data. Taking advantage of this flexibility, NTEP has revised the
queries used to generate the Participating Laboratory Reports to better reflect all NTEP activities. To enable comparison
with past years’ activities, the values for past years have been recalculated to the extent possible; consequently, some data
points may not be comparable to data provided to the Committee in past reports.

The Committee reviewed the data presented and asked about efforts to reduce the turnaround time for Certificate processing.

Mes. Sebring noted that NTEP experienced some delays in the Certificate processing step due to changes in contracting staff;
however, recent reports indicate that this problem has been addressed. NIST hired a temporary part-time employee to
eliminate a large backlog of Certificates (which required no testing) to be drafted within OWM. NTEP also received
assistance from the Maryland NTEP laboratory which accepted assignments for some of these Certificates. As a result, the
previous backlog has been significantly reduced, and NTEP expects it to be eliminated in the near future.

1999 Annual Meeting Action: Tina Butcher, Technical Advisor, presented a report of laboratory activities prepared by
Lynn Sebring, NIST-OWM. This report, which is found in Appendix F, includes the information presented to the
Committee at the 1999 Interim Meeting as well as updated information since that time. Mrs. Butcher also presented a report
(see Appendix G) detailing the reduction of backlogged Certificates since October 1998 and noted that the Certificate
backlog at NIST-OWM has been essentially eliminated. The Committee had no discussion or comment on this item.

501-7 | NTETC Sector Reports
Source: NTEP Committee — Status Report

Background/Discussion: At the 1999 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard the following reports from thetechnical advisors
to the NTETC Sectors. No additional activity occurred in this area between the 1999 Interim and Annual Meetings.

Belt-Conveyor Scales Sector. Thomas Ahrens, NIST-OWM, updated the NTEP Committee on the recent activities of the
Belt-Conveyor Sector. The Sector met on October 5, 1998, in Sacramento, CA, in conjunction with the Weighing Sector and
NTEP Weighing Laboratory Meetings. A summary of meeting decisionswas distributed to Sector members shortly after the
meeting, and a fina meeting summary was distributed to Sector members in early January. A copy of the final meeting
summary isincluded in Appendix H. The group discussed significant issuesincluding the revision to load cell substitution
criteriafor belt scales to be more consistent with other weighing devices and the continued development of an Examination
Procedure Outline (EPO) to improve uniformity in testing of belt-conveyor scales.

The next Sector meeting is scheduled for October 4-5, 1999 in conjunction with the Weighing Sector and NTEP Weighing
Laboratory Meetings in Ottawa, Ontario, Canada.

Grain MoistureMeter (GMM) and Near Infrared (NIR) Protein Analyzer Sectors. DianeLee, NIST-OWM, updated the
NTEP Committee on the recent activities of the Sectors. Ms. Lee noted that, depending on the nature and number of items
available for the agenda, the Grain and Protein Sectors typically meet in September and March of each year. The Chairman
and technical advisors of the Sector concurred that there were insufficient agenda items to warrant meetings in either
September 1998 or March 1999; consequently, the Sectors have not met since March 1998. The decision on whether or not to
hold a September 1999 meeting will be made by the Chairman and Technical Advisors later in spring 1999.
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Ms. Lee reported that, at its March 1998 meeting, the Grain and Protein Sectors: (1) assigned a working group to develop
EPOs and test procedures for the field evaluation of GMM and NIR devices; (2) addressed the need for further study of the
NIST Handbook 44 NIR Tentative Code beforeitsfinal adoption; and (3) discussed the proposed NIST HB44 criteriafor test
weight per bushel. Ms. Lee updated the Committee on the current status of these activities as follows:

1. Working Group to Develop EPOs and Test Procedures for the Field Evaluation of GMM and NIR Devices. Initial draftsof
the GMM and NIR EPOs have been devel oped and are being prepared for circul ation and review by the sector members. The
final drafts will be reviewed at the Sector’ s next meeting.

2. NIST Handbook 44, NIR Tentative Code Sudy. Six States (Arkansas, lowa, Illinois, Missouri, Nebraska and North
Carolina) are participating in a study of the NIST Handbook 44 NIR Tentative Code. The objectives of the study are:

C to obtain information on whether or not code modifications are needed before recommending that it be upgraded to
permanent code;

C to gain information on proposed modificationsto the Code to include corn (protein, oil and starch), barley (protein),
and soybeans (protein and oil);

C to gain information on the current status of commercial NIR devices; and

C to gain information on the mechanism for establishing State NIR inspection programs.

Results of the study should be available by August 1999 and the Sector will review them at its next meeting.

3. NIST Handbook 44 Criteria for Test Weight per Bushel. Proposed test weight per bushel criteria was discussed at the
March 1998 meeting, and the sector was balloted on aspecific proposal in August 1998. While many sector members agreed
with the need for criteria, some sector memberswere not in agreement with thetolerances as proposed. The Sector will revisit
the test weight per bushel tolerances at its next meeting.

Ms. Lee also updated the NTEP Committee on activities within NIST and Grain Inspection Packers and Stockyards
Administration (GIPSA) to procure continued funding of the NTEP Ongoing Calibration Program. Both NIST and GIPSA are
amenable to continued support of the program, although the levels of their contributions will be reduced compared with the
previous agreement. The funding, expected to be in place by late spring, will be procured through either an interagency
agreement or another type of agreement between the two agencies. Thisinformation, including the proposed reduction in
government funding, was shared with manufacturers at the Sector’s 1998 meeting and those present accepted it.

Measuring Sector. Thomas Ahrens, NIST-OWM, updated the NTEP Committee on the recent activities of the Sector. The
Sector met September 18-19, 1998 in Albuquerque, NM, in conjunction with the Western Weights and M easures Association.
The NTEP Measuring Laboratories also met the day prior to the Sector meeting. A summary of decisions was distributed to
Sector members several days following the meeting, and afinal meeting summary was distributed in January 1999. A copy of
the final summary is included in Appendix I. Mr. Ahrens expressed appreciation to the Western Weights and Measures
Association for assisting in coordinating the meeting arrangements.

Significant issues discussed at the Sector’s last meeting include the need to review and revise the liquid-measuring device
checkliststo eliminateinconsistencies, particularly in the areaof massflow meters. Mr. Ahrensreported that NTEPisrevising
al mass flow meter Certificates of Conformance (CCs) issued to date to eliminate inconsistencies among CCs which were
issued prior to establishing clear NTEP criteria. The Sector is continuing work on a checklist for cryogenic devices. The
Sector is also continuing work on an examination procedure outline for compressed natural gas dispensers to improve the
consistency in CNG devices and inspection methods.

A question was raised concerning awork group established to review and revise mass flow meter checklist criteria and the
apparent lack of NTEP |aboratory representation on thework group. Mr. Ahrens advised the Committee that members of the
laboratories were asked to participate, but declined based upon their heavy workload. He noted, however, that thelaboratories
agreed to review final drafts and that the Sector must review and accept final proposals from the group.

The Sector anticipates holding its next meeting in Olympia, WA, in September 1999, in conjunction with the Western Weights
and Measures Association’s annual meeting.

Weighing Sector. Dick Suiter, NIST-OWM, updated the Committee on the recent activities of the Weighing Sector. The
Sector met October 6-7, 1998 in Sacramento, CA in conjunction with the Belt-Conveyor Scales Sector and the NTEP
Weighing Laboratory Meetings. A summary of meeting decisionswas distributed to Sector members shortly after themeeting,
and afinal meeting summary was distributed prior to the Interim Meeting. A copy of thefinal meeting summary isincludedin
Appendix J.
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Members of the NTEP Committee and NIST-OWM acknowledged the need for moretraining to assist |aboratory personnel in
keeping current with changes in technology. Additiona training sessions and activities, such as intercomparison tests to
improve uniformity in type evaluations, would be beneficial.

Mr. Suiter noted that the next general NTEP laboratory training sessions and lab meeting are scheduled for May 17-20, 1999
in Ottawa, Ontario, Canada. An NTEP Weighing Laboratory meeting will be held in conjunction with the next Weighing
Sector meeting, which is scheduled for October 4-7, 1999. The Sector meeting will also be held in Ottawa. The Sector has
attempted to rotate its meeting locations among the main NTEP Weighing Laboratory locations to facilitate laboratory
attendance and minimize participation costs. The Sector has rotated among all the major type evaluation laboratories except
Canada.

501-8 | Establishing an Internet Version of the Index of NTEP Certificates of
Conformance

Sour ce: NTEP Committee — Status Report

Background/Discussion:  Since January 1998, NIST-OWM has been posting newly issued NTEP Certificates of
Conformance (CCs) onthe NTEP Internet Home Page. At the July 1998 Interim Meeting, the NCWM decided to discontinue
publishing NCWM Publication 5 because all newly-issued CCsareavailablethrough the Internet. The NCWM also agreed to
allocate funding to support the establishment of an electronic version of NCWM Publication 5whichincludesall NTEP CCs.
NIST-OWM plansto continueissuing an index of device evaluationswhich includes|listings by company name, devicetype,
and CC number, but does not include the CCs. NIST-OWM continuesto distribute hard copies of the CCsto those States and
local jurisdictions who have requested copies.

At the 1999 Interim Meeting, Thomas Ahrens, NIST-OWM, reported to the NTEP Committee that heisworking closely with
Terry Grimes, NIST-OWM, and other members of the NIST-OWM staff to establish an Internet version of NCWM Publication
5, National Type Evaluation Program Index of Device Evaluations. Mr. Ahrens reported that NIST-OWM hired a local
contractor using NIST fundsto analyze the system requirements and propose possi ble approachesto providethis service. Two
customer focus groupsincluding weights and measures officialsand industry representativeswill be held in conjunction with
the Interim Meeting. Using the information obtained from the contractor and the feedback from the customer focus groups,
NTEP will select a final approach and prepare an request for proposal for NCWM Board of Directors (BOD) and NTEP
Committee review. Mr. Ahrens distributed a proposed timeline for completing this project and noted that the target date for
the betaversion of the systemisJuly 1999. Inaddition to devel oping the structure of the system, older CCs must be converted
to and in some cases re-entered in a compatible format.

Mr. Ahrens reported that NIST-OWM has received many positive comments from people who have accessed the CCs
presently on the NTEP home page. He noted that the current system is not in the format envisioned for the final project;
however, people seem pleased to have accessto thisinformation. Mr. Ahrens expressed appreciation for the many comments
and suggestions received thus far, and he encouraged people to comment further on the proposed system. NIST-OWM also
reported that some people are concerned that not all weights and measures officials have access to the Internet.

1999 Annual Meeting Action: The Committee heard a report from Mr. Ahrens, NIST-OWM, on the progress of the
Certificates on the Internet Project. Mr. Ahrens reported that he and other NIST-OWM staff have spent considerable time
working over the past few months with an external contractor hired to complete the project. Thanks to this work and
NCWM, Inc. funding allocated by NCWM Chairman Aves Thompson for the contractor, al current NTEP Certificates have
been converted and are now available through the NIST NTEP home page at http:\\www.nist.gov\ntep. Mr. Ahrens provided
a demonstration of the system to interested parties during the week of the Annual Meeting and received many favorable
comments on the ease of access and speed of the system.

501-9 \% Additionsand Revisionstothe Definitionsfor Grain MoistureMetersin NCWM
Publication 14

(Thisitem was adopted.)

Source: Carryover Item 102-10 of the Report of the Executive Committee & NTEP Committee of the 83 NCWM, 1998,
National Type Evauation Technical Committee Grain Moisture Meter Sector
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Recommendation: Makethefollowing changesto NCWM Publication 14, Section 1, Administrative Policy and Procedures,
Part N (proposed additions are underlined):

N. Status of Certificate of Conformance, Maintenance Fee

Except for Grain Moisture Meters, a Certificate of Conformance does not have an expiration date; however, the
device manufacturer must update the design of a device to meet new or modified requirements adopted by the
NCWM. The NCWM charges a maintenance fee for Active Certificates to support the technical and administrative
activities of the NCWM for NTEP.

1. Declaration of Status by Certificate Holder

The Certificate holder, usually the manufacturer or remanufacturer, declaresintent to continue to manufacture or
remanufacture the device by paying to the NCWM an annual maintenance feefor the Certificate. |f the maintenance
fee is not paid (or if other outstanding bills have not been paid or arranged to be paid for the issuance of a
Certificate), the Certificate is Inactive.

In addition to the above, Grain Moisture Meter manufacturers must pay an annual participation fee for the NTEP
Laboratory Ongoing Calibration Program, OCP (Phase|l) in order to maintain their certificatein an Active status.

2. Active Status
Devices are being manufactured or remanufactured for commercial applications under an NTEP Certificate of
Conformance. Thismeansthat the Certificateisin forcewith a hard copy of the Certificateissued and distributed.

In addition to the above, a Grain Moisture Meter must remain in the OCP (Phase |1) and the manufacturer must
continue to pay the required maintenance fee. Grain Moisture Meter Certificates may also be assigned an Active
statusif: (1) the original deviceisno longer manufactured or remanufactured, but the device continuesto participate
inthe OCP(phasell); or (2) athird party electsto maintain the calibrations after a Certificate expiresfor adevicein
which the original manufacturer has stopped manufacturing or remanufacturing the device. (Also see* Note” under
Section 6. Expired Status.) In order to participate in the ongoing calibration program the certificate must remain
Active.

3. Effective Status
Thisis equivalent to Active status, but a hard copy of the Certificate of Conformance has not yet been issued and
distributed. Therefore, a hard copy of the Certificate is not yet included in Publication 5.

4. Inactive Status

An Inactive Certificate of Conformanceis a Certificate which was previously Active, but the devices are no longer
being manufactured or remanufactured for commercial applications. However, devices that are already
manufactured, installed, or ininventory, but not yet sold, may be used, sold, repaired, and resold under an Inactive
Certificate of Conformance.

5. Withdrawn Status
The Certificate of Conformance remains valid unlessit iswithdrawn as a result of a specific NTEP determination.

A Certificate of Conformance may be withdrawn:

a. for deficienciesin the type, or
b. when production devices do not meet type.

Additionally, a Grain Moisture Meter Certificate may be withdrawn when, for 2 consecutive years, problems or
deficiencies occurring in the OCP (Phase 1) have prevented the issuance of valid calibration constants for all
calibrations previously classified as " Approved" or "Pending.” After a Certificate is withdrawn, the manufacturer
must submit a new application and application fee per device model, and the device must be reevaluated in Phase |
beforeit isentered in the OCP (Phase 1). Any meters manufactured after a Certificateiswithdrawn, cannot be sold
or_placed into service for commercial use. Meters in service will be subject to individual State enforcement
activities.
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6. Expired Status

An Expired statusis assigned to a Grain Moisture Meter Certificate of Conformance when a manufacturer electsto
discontinue participation in the Ongoing Calibration Programand the calibrations|listed on the CC were performing
acceptably at the time the manufacturer stopped participating in the OCP (Phase I1).

Any grain moisture meters manufactured after a Certificate has expired cannot be sold or placed into service for
commercial use. Meters in service may be used, but actions taken will depend on individual Sate enforcement

activities. (See Note.)

Note: A third party is allowed to assume responsibility for maintaining calibrations for a grain moisture meter
whose has expired without re-entering Phase | if the party participates in the OCP (Phase I1) testing the year the
original certificate expires and providing the original manufacturer certifies that the device will no longer be
manufactured or remanufactured. In this case, the third party must (1) submit evidence of authorization from the
original manufacturer for use of previoustest results and also certification fromthe original manufacturer that the
devicewill nolonger be manufactured or remanufactured, (2) submit a new application, (3) pay the participation fee
for the device, (4) demonstrate the ability to re-predict moisture data and modify calibrationsasrequired (5) pay the
maintenance fee for the new certificate, and (6) permanently mark the device with the company name. After
successful completion in the OCP, an Active Certificate with a new number would beissued for the device submitted
by the third party.

Justification:  Unlike Certificates of Conformance (CCs) for other NTEP devices, CCs for grain moisture meters
automatically expireJuly 1. Tomaintain Active status, meters must remaininthe NTEP Ongoing Calibration Program and
the CCs must be re-issued annually with valid calibration constants. The unique treatment of CCs for grain moisture meters
requires modification of a portion of the Administrative Procedures of Publication 14.

Background/Discussion: At the 1998 Annual Meeting, Diane Lee of NIST-OWM reported that the Grain Moisture Meter
Sector, at its March 1998 meeting, made several changes to itsoriginal proposal. Because of the extent of the changes and
because of due process concerns, the NTEP Committee decided to change thisitem from avoting item to an informational item
at that time. It was agreed that the revised proposal would be published for comment in the agenda for the 1999 Interim
Meeting.

At the 1999 Interim Meeting, Ms. Lee reviewed the issue with the Committee. Ms. Lee proposed minor changes to the
proposal under “ Section 2. Active Status.” The Committee accepted these changes and included themin the recommendation
above.

The Committee received few comments on thisitem during the 1999 Interim Meeting open hearings; however, some comments
were made concerning the definition of remanufactured as used in the language presented. The Committee noted that the S& T

Committeeisaddressing theissue of remanufactured equipment as a separate issue and noted that the recommended language
is based on the current definition provided in NIST Handbook 130.

501-10 V Eliminating Provision for Pre-NTEP Certificates of Conformance
(Thisitem was adopted.)

Source: Central Weights and Measures Association

Recommendation: Delete Subsections 4 and 5 under Section 1, Administrative Policy and Procedures, Part H, in NCWM
Publication 14 as follows, and renumber Subsection 6, accordingly:

Section H. Variationsin Type Evaluation
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6. 4. Evaluation of a Typein Use but not Previously Approved

Many types in use have never undergone type evaluation....

Background/Discussion: Prior to the establishment of NTEP in 1984, approximately 17 different type approval programs
operated at the State and local level in the United States. To sell a commercial weighing or measuring device under this
structure, amanufacturer was required to submit arequest for type approval in each of thesejurisdictions. NTEP was designed
to serve as asingle program that would be accepted by all jurisdictions, thus reducing the burden on individual jurisdictions
and reducing costs to the manufacturer.

When NTEP was established, the NCWM recognized that some manufacturers might have already completed some sort of
type approval processin one of thesejurisdictions. Thus, apolicy was established which enabled NTEP to recognize these
approvals as abasis for issuing pre-NTEP Certificates of Conformance (CCs). These pre-NTEP CCswere provisional for a
period of 90 days during which time jurisdictions could provideinput to NTEP concerning the compliance of the device with
NIST Handbook 44. 1f no negative comments were received, the CC could be upgraded to afull NTEP CC. The pre-NTEP
provision was designed to minimize costs to manufacturers who had recently gone through a jurisdiction’s type approval
process prior to the establishment of NTEP and to recogni ze device types that had been in use for many yearsin commercial
applications.

NTEP hasreceived and processed many requestsfor NTEP CCsunder the pre-NTEP policy. Now that the mgjority of States
require NTEP CCs, it isbelieved that manufacturers who were affected by the transition from pre-NTEP approval systemsto
NTEP have taken advantage of the provision in order to recognize model linesin commercia applications.

Since NTEP has been in operation for more than 14 years, manufacturers who are affected by the implementation of NTEP
have had adequate opportunity to take advantage of the pre-NTEP provision. To ensureintegrity in the NTEP process and to
be fair to manufacturers who are required to submit new model lines for evaluation, it is proposed that the provision for
obtaining NTEP CCsthrough the pre-NTEP process be eliminated. (Notethat the proposed change would not affect pre-NTEP
CCswhich have already been upgraded from provisional pre-NTEP to full NTEP CCs.)

At the 1999 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard questions concerning how this proposal tiesin with the proposa in Item
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501-13 Expansion of Pre-NTEP Certificates of Conformance. The Committee clarified that the proposed changesin Item 501-
13 apply only to pre-NTEP Certificates of Conformance which have aready been issued. The Committee received comments
from GPMA, Rice Lake Weighing, and SMA supporting thisitem.

501-11 | NTEP Policy: Changes to the Definition of an "Inactive" Certificate of
Conformance

Source: Central Weights and Measures Association

Recommendation: Revise NCWM Publication 14, Section 1, Administrative Policy and Procedures, Part N, Subsection 4, as
follows:

N. Statusof Certificate of Conformance, Maintenance Fee

4. Inactive Satus

An ilnactive Certificate of Conformance is a Certificate which was previously aActive, but the devices are no longer
being manufactured or remanufactured for commercial applications. Hewever-—dDevices already-manufactured;

Conformanee already installed may be used, repaired, and resold under an Inactive Certificate of Conformance.
Provided the manufacturer supplies NTEP with the serial number or date code of the last device of that model
manufactured for commercial applications, new devices already manufactured or in inventory, but not yet sold may
be sold under an Inactive Certificate of Conformance.

Justification: The amendment would provide weights and measures officials with the information needed to know what
devices are covered by the Active Certificate of Conformance and the means to identify those devices that are manufactured
after the Certificate becomes I nactive. If themanufacturer does not provide the serial number of thelast manufactured device
under the Active Certificate, the date on which the Certificate becomes | nactive becomesthe sales deadline. Devicessold after
this date would be non-NTEP devices.

Background/Discussion: At the 1999 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard comments that not all manufacturers use a
serial number to track the manufacturing history of a device; instead, many use a date code which includes information
relevant to the manufacture of adevice. Similar commentswere submitted by thetechnical Sectorsof NTEP. The Committee
agreed that the proposed language should be broadened to recognize other means that might be used by a manufacturer to
identify the date of manufacture of its devices.

During the Committee’s open hearings, people expressed concerns about how the proposal would impact equipment in a
distributor’ s stock when the original manufacturer goes out of business. If the original manufacturer does not supply the last
serial number or date code, thismay result in apenalty to the distributor who would not be ableto sell the equipment in stock.
The Committee indicated that the intent of the proposal is not to penalize the distributor or the original equipment
manufacturer, but to assist weights and measures officialswho have difficulty determining whether or not aparticular deviceis
covered under an Inactive Certificate of Conformance. To address the concern over equipment in a distributor’s stock, the
Committeeis considering incorporating into the proposed language atime frame that would provide adequate time for the sale
and distribution of equipment in stock. The Committee discussed a possible time frame of 12 months; however, it would like
to hear comments on what is considered a reasonable time frame. Some comments were also heard indicating that, in such
situations, most weights and measures jurisdictions would work with a distributor to help resolve the situation rather than
unduly penalize them.

The Committee also heard concerns over how the proposed criteria would apply to remanufactured equipment. The
Committee noted that the S& T Committee is presently reviewing the issue of remanufactured equipment. The proposal
presented by the NTEP Committeeis simply intended to assist weights and measures officials apply the NTEP regulation in
their jurisdictions; it is not intended to define when a particular device is considered to be repaired or remanufactured.

The Committee received written comments from George Anderson, DurEquip, and heard comments during its open hearings at
the 1999 Interim Meeting indicating that the language in the original proposal needs clarification. After reviewing several
proposed dternatives, the Committee agreed on the language as outlined in the recommendation above. Because of the many
comments heard on thisissue during the I nterim Meeting, the Committee decided to retain thisitem asan informational itemto
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alow additiona study of the item by affected parties. The Committee is also interested in hearing other alternatives which
might provide the information needed by weights and measures official sto determine whether or not adeviceis covered by an
Inactive Certificate of Conformance.

At the 1999 Annua Meeting, the Committee heard few additional comments on this item. The Committee encourages
interested parties to study the proposed language and provide comments to the Committee.

501-12A | Canceling a Private L abel Agreement

Source: NIST-OWM NTEP Management
Recommendation: Modify NCWM Publication 14, Section 1, Administrative Policy and Procedures, Part E, as follows:

E. Request for Type Evaluation

A company that is marketing a device (e.g., scale, indicator, or load cell) from a manufacturer and re-
labeling it under its own name must submit a separate request for a Certificate of Conformance using the
forms found in Appendix D. The forms include a statement that, except for the change in proprietary
markings, the device is not changed from the original type. The original manufacturer must verify that:

()] the manufacturer is providing the device to the company;
2 the re-labeling is authorized by them; and

(©)] the device provided to the company is identical to the original type for which the manufacturer
has received a Certificate of Conformance.

If a company re-labels equivalent devices (e.g., load cells) from multiple suppliers, the company must:
1) satisfy the requirements above for each manufacturer; and

2 assign a unique model designation to each type from each manufacturer. The same model
series may be used, but unique prefixes or suffixes must be used.

The private label agreement forms the basis for NTEP to determine metrological equivalence of a private labeled
device with a device produced under a CC issued to an original equipment manufacturer (OEM). The OEM and
the holder of a private label CC must notify NTEP of any change in status of the private label agreement as it
relates to NTEP. Should either party cancel the private label agreement, the private label CC will be rendered
INACTIVE as of the date of the cancellation of the private label agreement. If the OEM CC becomes INACTIVE,
then the private label CC will also become INACTIVE.

Background: Publication 14, Part E, of the NTEP Administrative Policy and Procedures allows a company to apply for an
NTEP Certificate of Conformance (CC) under a private |abeling agreement which is sometimes referred to as a " piggyback”
Certificate. The company re-labeling the devices must apply for aCCinitsown name. Theoriginal equipment manufacturer
(OEM) must give permission for that company to use the results of the evaluation. The forms found in Appendix D of
Publication 14 must be completed by the company requesting the CC and the OEM; these forms confirm that the devices
provided to the private label er are the same asthe devices originally evaluated under the OEM’s CC. Theformsalso confirm
that the company private labeling the devices does not modify the devicesin any way other than marking the device with their
own proprietary information. This documentation helps to ensure that the devices being private labeled are metrologically
equivalent to the devices evaluated under the original CC.

NTEP policy does not specify how aprivatelabel CCisaffected if one or the other party cancelsthe privatelabel agreement.
NTEPisnot concerned with the business detail s of the agreement; however, thereis concern that canceling the agreement also
cancels the terms of the agreement that relate to the metrological equivalence of the private-labeled devices. Although the
metrological equivalence of devices aready produced and sold was guaranteed through the origina agreement, the
metrological equivalence of devices produced after the cancellation of the agreement has not been guaranteed. Consequently,
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itis proposed that aprivate label CC be changed to an INACTIVE status when one or the other party cancel the private |abel
agreement. Note that an inactive status does not affect devices already in service.

During discussions of thisissue at the 1999 Interim Meeting, questions were raised concerning how aprivatelabel CC will be
affected if the OEM makesits parent CC Inactive. The Committee agreed to modify the proposed language to indicate that the
private label CC will become Inactive if the parent CC becomes Inactive. A particular concern expressed was how the
devicesin the private labeler’s stock will be affected. The Committee noted that, as proposed in Item 501-11, the OEM and
the private labeler must provide thelast serial number or date codeto NTEP. Any devicesin either the OEM’sor the private
labeler’s stock would continue to be covered by the Inactive CC as long as this required information is provided to NTEP.

1999 Annual Meeting Action: This item was originally presented as a voting item on the Committee’s agenda. The
Committee heard comments on thisitem indicating that changes may be needed to the proposed language to better reflect the
scenarios under which changesto private label agreements might affect the status of related Certificates of Conformance. To
allow the opportunity for additional comments and devel opment of the language, the Committee decided to change thisitemto
an informational status.

501-12B | Identifying a Private L abel Certificate of Conformance

(This item was added to the Committee’ s agenda during the 1999 Interim Meeting as a result of discussionsin conjunction
with Item 501-12A. The Committee decided to expand Item 501-12 into two parts to facilitate discussion of the two related
issues.)

Source: NTEP Committee

Recommendation: Add the following text to Publication 14 Section E. Request for Type Evaluation:

When a new Certificate of Conformance (CC) is created for a company under a privatelabel agreement, thenew CC
must reference the original manufacturer’s name and CC number.

Background/Discussion: Duringitsdiscussion of Item 501-12A at the 1999 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard comments
indicating that field officials and NTEP administration are experiencing difficulty identifying NTEP Certificates of
Conformance which have been issued as a result of private label agreements. NIST-OWM reported that there are also
instances where the company that is private labeling a device has difficulty keeping track of the original equipment
manufacturer (OEM) that supplied the device covered by their Certificate of Conformance. Thisoccurs particularly whenthe
manufacturer holds multiple CCsfor similar device types such asload cells. OWM also reported finding OIML Certificates
which reference privately labeled load cellswith the OEM’sname. Facilitating theidentification of the OEM (or the OEM’s
CC) assistsweights and measures officialsand NTEP administration in resolving problems with non-compliant devicesand in
maintaining private label CCs consistent with the parent CC.

Some manufacturers expressed concern over making the private label status of their CCs public knowledge. Some companies
prefer that their customers do not know that another company manufactures the devices.

The Committee believesthat identifying CCsissued under aprivate label agreement isnecessary; however, it does not want to
create undue hardship for either the private labeler or the origina equipment manufacturer. Although the Committee
recognizes and appreciates marketing concernsthat may exist in such cases, the Committee believesthat it isessential that the
field officials be given the information needed to efficiently usethe CC. The Committee also heard alternate suggestions to
address the problem, such as: (1) including a statement that the CC isaprivate label CC, but not the parent CC number; (2)
including acodein the CC number to indicate that the CC isaprivatelabel CC; and (3) providing acrossreferencelist of CC
numbersand their parent CCs. Commentsindicate that identifying the specific parent CC number may be preferableto those
who support the proposed language.

The Committee is including this item on its agenda as an information item to enable further study of the item and to hear
additional proposals that might assist the field official and NTEP Administration in addressing these concerns.

1999 Annual Meeting Action: The Committee heard additional commentsfrom SMA and Rice Lake Weighing opposing the

proposed language. Some commentsindicated that a private |abel Certificate should mirror the original “parent” Certificate;
however, it was noted that not all companies holding private label Certificates request the same range of sizes, capacities, and
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other parameters as that requested by the original manufacturer. Weights and measures officials noted continued difficulty
under the current system locating information involving private labeled devices. The Committee is interested in hearing
additional comments on how these concerns might best be resolved.

501-13 \% Expansion of Pre-NTEP Certificates of Conformance
(Thisitem was adopted.)

Source: NTETC Weighing Sector

Recommendation: Add the following to NCWM Publication 14, Section 1, Administrative Policy and Procedures, Part H,
Variationsin Type Evaluation, Subsection 3. Expansion of the Certificate of Conformance:

Certificates of Conformance (CCs) issued as a result of type evaluation testing performed prior to the
establishment of NTEP, that is Certificates that were originally issued as “ pre-NTEP” CCs, may cover
ranges of parameters within those included on the original pre-NTEP type approval certificates. The
parameters covered must be within those allowed by the technical policy for the individual device type;
parametersinclude elements such as device capacity, platformsize, Ny, Product type, etc. Pre-NTEP CCs
cannot be expanded to cover parameters beyond those listed on the pre-NTEP type approval certificates

without additional NTEP testing.

Background: NTEP Certificates of Conformance issued under the provision for pre-NTEP CC policy cover only those
parameters (capacities, platform size, product type, etc.) listed on the original pre-NTEPtype approva certificate. Inthepast,
the NTEP Committee heard appeal s from manufacturers who asked that their pre-NTEP CCs be expanded to cover ranges of
parameters based on NTEP technical policy and without NTEP testing.

The NTEP Committee takes the position that the technica policies established to cover ranges of device parameters and
families do not apply to pre-NTEP certificates. The pre-NTEP CC policy was established to provide some degree of relief to
those manufacturerswho expended resources to obtain type approvals prior to the establishment of NTEP; the policy was seen
as amechanism to ease the transition from multiple type approval programs to a single, nationally-based program, NTEP.
NTEP technical policies are based upon the premise that type eval uation testing has been performed on adevice according to
stringent NTEP test protocols. Becauselittleinformationistypically available about the type and amount of testing performed
in apre-NTEP type approval and there was no NTEP oversight on these pre-NTEP tests to ensure consistency with today’s
NTEP testing requirements, the Committee sees no reason to extend these policiesto pre-NTEP type approvas. Consequently,
the NTEP Committee takes a position that pre-NTEP CCs cannot be expanded without additional NTEP testing.

At its October 1998 meeting, the NTETC Weighing Sector heard aproposal to revisit thisissue. The Sector concurswith the
NTEP Committee that pre-NTEP CCs should not be expanded beyond the parameters covered on the pre-NTEP type
approvals. However, the Sector believesthat thereistechnical merit to allow parameterswithin the limits covered on the pre-
NTEP type approvalsto be covered without additional NTEP testing. The Sector believesthat, if the parameterslisted onthe
CCsrepresent the upper and lower limits of size, capacity, etc., then deviceswith parametersfalling within these limits should
perform aswell asor better than those already included on the CC. Consequently, the Sector asked that the NTEP Committee
consider changes to Publication 14 that would recognize ranges of parameters within those listed in the pre-NTEP type
approval.

The proposed criteria allow for arange of parameters to be covered based upon the device(s) originally included on the pre-
NTEP type approval certificate(s). For example, if the pre-NTEP type approval of a vehicle scale included capacities of
90 000 Ib, 100 000 Ib, and 120 000 Ib, the resulting NTEP CC can cover capacitiesranging from 90 000 Ib to 120 000 1b. The
CC cannot be expanded to include capacities below 90 000 Ib or above 120 000 |b without additional NTEP testing.

Similarly, if the platform lengths listed on the pre-NTEP type approva included 70-foot, 80-foot, and 90-foot lengths, the
NTEP CC can cover lengths of 70 feet to 90 feet. The CC cannot be expanded to cover lengths below 70 feet or lengths above
90 feet without additional NTEP testing.

At the 1999 Interim Meeting, the Committee heard comments from industry indicating concern that the range of CLCsnot be
expanded beyond that covered by the original pre-NTEP Certificate and that the CLCslisted on the CC should be considered
in conjunction with other device parameters. The Committee acknowledged that requirements and limitations for individual
parameters such as span, capacity, and CLC would continue to be applied. The Committee also noted that NTEP CCs will
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continueto include terminology stating that individual parameters must meet applicableformulasin final installations. Based
on commentsit received, the Committee eliminated specific examples of how to apply the criteriafrom the proposed language
for Publication 14 and agreed instead to include the example in the discussion section of its report.

S. Malone, Nebraska, NTEP Committee Chairman/Past NCWM Chairman
A. Thompson, Alaska, NCWM Chairman

G. W. Diggs, VA, Chairman-Elect

JA. Rogers, Virginia, Treasurer

C. Carroll, Massachusetts

B. DeSalvo, Ohio

M. Hile, Arkansas

G. West, New Mexico

G. Ugiansky, NIST, Executive Secretary
T. Butcher, NIST, Technical Advisor

National Type Evaluation Program Committee
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Appendix A

Report on the OIML Meeting
International Working Group Meeting, OIML TC3“Metrological Control”
Barbara J. Bloch, Director, California Division of M easurement Standar ds
June 1-3, 1999 Paris, France

Background: In December 1997, NCWM Chairman, Steve Ma one, requested that Dr. Sam Chappell,
Chief, Technical StandardsActivities, Office of Standards Services, Nationa Institute of Standards and
Technology (NIST), organize ameeting of representatives of selected OIML member statesto discuss
the principles of mutual recognition of pattern (type) approval. Over the previous two years,
discussions on thistopic had been taking place with the United Kingdom and with the Netherlands. As
aresult of the request to Dr. Chappell, ameeting was held at NIST in April 1998, to discuss “Mutual
Agreement for Utilization of Pattern Approval Certificates and Associated Test Reports in National
Pattern Approval Program.” Nine countries and the Director of the BIML attended this meeting in
which afirst draft on mutual agreement on OIML pattern evaluations was presented. In just alittle
more than ayear, this document has progressed to the 4th draft.

OIML Meeting Participation: The United States, through Dr. Sam Chappell (NIST), serves as
Secretariat to the Working Group. The US Delegation consisted of John Elengo (retired), serving asa
technical consultant to NIST, Darrell Flocken, representing Mettler-Toledo, Gary Lameris, representing
Hobart, Dr. Chappell and myself.  Forty persons, representing 19 OIML member nations, one
corresponding member state, the OIML Development Council, and two liaison organizations, the
European Weighing Manufacturers Association and BIML, were in attendance.

The meeting was very productive, primarily due to Dr. Chappell’s professionalism and ability to
manage such a complex meeting. | would like to express my appreciation, and that of the NCWM, to
Sam, for the support of his officein providing for our participation in thisimportant meeting.

M eeting Decisions: While this Working Group meeting covered several agenda items related to the
work of the varioustechnical committees, the main focus was on the review, comments and proposed
amendments to the 4th draft of the OIML Document on “ Mutual Acceptance Agreement on OIML
Pattern Evaluations’. The draft was reviewed, paragraph by paragraph and several changes agreed
upon. These changes included the following:

* detailing the requirementsfor participation in the Mutual Agreement in the Scope and wherever else
as appropriate;

* making provisions for an OIML member state to indicate that they would accept Certificates of
Conformance under the Agreement (meaning that they would not necessarily become a testing
jurisdiction as well);

* making provisions for assessing the competency of the evaluation body and the certification body;
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* providing for use of either accreditation or peer review as the means for assessing competence for
establishing mutual confidence;

* requiring equivalency for either accreditation or peer review, as used to determine competency;
agreeing that assessment teams be made up of expertsfor testing the category of instruments addressed,
and would include at least one quality systems expert;

* making the Questionnaire on National Capabilities, Appendix C in the document, generic; and

* agreeing to develop supplementary documents for assessing the competency of participants, which
would be based on existing or draft 1SO/IEC Guides and Standards.

It was agreed that further written comments on the 4th Draft would be forwarded to the Secretariat by
July 15th, and that the Secretariat would prepare a 5th Draft for distribution to participants by August
15, 1999. It was my understanding that a Draft report would be presented to the CIML in October,
1999, for endorsement of the objective, scope and work program.

Recommendationson NCWM Participation: Asin previous years, my recommendations would be
the same or similar to those from others who have had the honor to represent the NCWM at the various
international meetings. | would respectfully submit the following:

1. That asthe NCWM has played a mgjor role in the initiative behind the drafting of the “Mutual
Acceptance Agreement on OIML Pattern Evaluations’, the NCWM should continue to play a major
roleinitsdevelopment. Thisagreement could be an essential element in theremoval of trade barriers
and would further development of the global economy in the area of weighing and measuring devices.
The success of the Mutual Recognition project with Canada can only serve as a positive example of
benefits which accrue from such an effort. The establishment of a*“one stop testing” program under a
mutual confidence agreement is reasonable and can be accomplished. However, the development of
the mechanismsidentified in thisrecent meeting related to mutual confidenceare critical if the NCWM
isto commit to accepting test data from other OIML members' laboratories.

2. That future draft agreements continue to be shared with US manufacturers of weighing and
measuring devices for comments. Thisinput is critical to the success of any future agreement.

3. That wherever possible and appropriate, the NCWM should continue to support and assist the
involvement of NIST in OIML and other international standards setting organizations. It continuesto
be critical for the NIST representatives who are presenting the US positions at OIML and other
meetings to be knowledgeable as to the workings of the NCWM, and of the requirements of the
Handbooks.
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Appendix C

NTEP Long Term Business Plan
Proposed Changesto NCWM Publication 14 to Addressthe | ssue of Production Meeting
Type and Challengesto an NTEP Certificate of Conformance
Original Proposal

Proposed additions to Publication 14's administrative procedures:
Part 1. Production Meeting Type

1 Amend the NTEP application to include a conditional statement that in the event the device would fail to
meet its performance requirements, the manufacturer agrees to submit additional production models for
future testing. This agreement must also stipulate that the manufacturer shall pay for the cost of such
production device testing. The number of devices required to be submitted is something that will need to
be determined.

2. All applicants agree to provide proof that production devices will meet type. Demonstrating that
production devices will meet type may be satisfied by meeting one of the following requirements:

a Submit one production device selected at random at least once every 3 years. The cost of such
testing would be paid for by the manufacturer. If the device fails, additional devices will be
selected at random, adequate in number to verify that production meets type. Production will meet
type if 70 percent of the devices tested meet the NTEP checklist requirements. No preparation of
the devices beyond normal customer installation will be allowed. The cost for al testing shall be
paid for by the manufacturer. |f the manufacturer fails to submit devices, the original certificate
shall be withdrawn.

b. The manufacturer develops and maintains a quality control program to ensure that production
meets type. Records are to be maintained and shall be made available to the NTEP Board of
Governors (BOG) for review and analysis at any time requested. Those manufacturers
participating in a quality control program must maintain | SO 9000 quality assurance standards.

c. The manufacturer develops other provisions which verify production can meet type. These
provisions shall be approved by the BOG prior to their implementation.

3. In addition, it is essential that during the warranty period, the device meets type. Devices beyond the
warranty period should not be included in any statistical data gathered to evaluate that production devices
meet type. A standard shall be set to assure that only devices that truly represent the manufacturer’'s
production model are evaluated. Devices outside the warranty limit, whether being tested for the first time
or the tenth time, may not be truly representative of a device produced by the manufacturer.

Part I1. Challengesto a Certificate

A challenge to an existing certificate may be brought by any Weights and Measures jurisdiction or by any member
of the NCWM. The challenge shall list the name of the manufacturer, the certificate number, the specific model
number of the device in question, the alleged deficiency to Handbook 44, and supporting documentation of the
allegation. The challenge shall be submitted in writing along with the required information to the chairman of the
NTEP Board of Governors (possibly through NIST). The BOG Chair will review and, if warranted, forward the
information to the NIST NTEP Administrator. The NTEP administrator will assign an NTEP laboratory (or other
competent representative) to conduct an investigation of the device in question.

Investigation:

If the device in question is of a type that can be evaluated in a laboratory, the investigating laboratory will obtain
two of the devices picked at random by an NTEP representative (may be alocal weights and measures official) from
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either the warehouse stock or directly from the production line of the manufacturer. The two devices will be
transported to the investigating laboratory for evaluation. (See section on field evaluation.) Both devices will be
evaluated in accordance with the applicable checklist and test procedure from Publication 14. If both devicesfail, it
is statistically valid to say that production is not meeting type. If both devices pass, it will be assumed that
production is meeting type. If only one of the devices passes, further testing may be required. The next level of
testing would be arandom sample of five devices selected and tested in the same manner as the initial two. If more
than one of this group of five fails, it will be considered evidence that production does not meet type. If only one of
five fails, more sampling and testing could be allowed with the next sample size of 10. If any of this group fails, it
will be considered evidence that production does not meet type.

Corrective Action:

If the results of an investigation indicate that production does not meet type for a particular model, the manufacturer
will be given the opportunity to, within 90 days, demonstrate that corrective measures have been taken to correct all
units of a model aready produced as well as all subsequent production. The corrective action will be verified by
testing two additional units selected at random by an NTEP representative and submitted to the NTEP laboratory for
evaluation.

Cost of Investigation:

Initially any costs incurred in the conduct of an investigation will be paid from the NTEP fund of the NCWM. If the
investigation finds that production did not meet type, the entire cost of the investigation will be assessed to the
manufacturer of the device. To discourage frivolous chalenges, if a challenge to a certificate is initiated by a
competing manufacturer and the investigation finds that production does in fact meet type, the entire cost of the
investigation may be assessed to the entity that initiated the challenge. A deposit may be required at the time of
submission of the challenge. (Amount to be determined.)

NTEP Initiation of Investigation:

If NTEP has reason to believe that production of amodel does not meet type, the same procedures will be followed.
The reason for this type of investigation could come from complaints by several jurisdictions or information from a
national database which provides sufficient information to indicate that production does not meet type. In this type
of investigation, if it is found that production meets type, NTEP will absorb the cost of the investigation. If it is
found that production does not meet type, the cost will be assessed to the manufacturer of the device.

Devices Requiring Field Evaluation:

If achallengeis brought against a device or system that requires field evaluation, initially only the device which was
brought into question will be evaluated. If the device or system passes the evaluation, it will be assumed that
production meets type. If the device fails, a second device of the same type will be evaluated. If the second device
fails, it will be determined that production does not meet type and the procedures outlined above will be followed.
Due Process Procedures:

See Publication 14 sections
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Appendix D

NTEP Long Term Business Plan
Proposal to Addressthe I ssue of Production Meeting Type
and Challengesto an NTEP Certificate of Conformance
Alternative Proposal

Initial Verification Process, NTEP Laboratory Process, and Subsequent Verification Process

Note: this alternative proposal is intended for evaluation as to reasonableness, and would be intended to be
integrated with the appropriate Sections of the Item 501-5 proposal “production meetstype.” This proposal contains
three parts: one to address the initial verification process, one to address the NTEP laboratory process, and one to
address the subsequent verification process.

Part |. Initial Verification Process
Thisis an excerpt from the Scale Manufacturers Association (SMA) Metrology Control Plan:

The life cycle of a device begins when a product is first conceived by a manufacturer and is designed to its
specifications as they are controlled by legal metrology requirements. Once this product has reached a certain level
of development, a prototype or pre-production sample is submitted to an approved legal metrology laboratory for
evaluation. [Editorial note: the participating laboratories frequently recommend that applicants verify compliance
with applicable Publication 14 requirements before submitting the type to NTEP.] There it is evaluated according to
the metrological requirements for that specific device. Once the device is determined to meet these requirements, it
receives a certificate attesting to conformance with the applicable legal metrology requirements.

Typically, the manufacturer then proceeds with production of the device. Sales are made into the marketplace and,
as these devices are placed into commercia service, they are subjected to an initial verification test by an officia
having statutory authority.

[This part is taken out of context of the SMA Metrology Control Plan.] The initial verification process will continue
to see the serial production devices over a period of years under conditions attributable to the conformance-
evaluated device. Assuming the data is collected with reasonable uniformity and is archived properly, production
quality issues should become apparent in a timely manner for corrective action to be taken. It should be recognized
that, over a period of time, the production process is subject to many variables at the level of component supply and
the manufacturing process. Consequently, production devices need to be looked at for as long as they are in
production.

Proposals:

That an initial verification system be developed within NTEP that would establish specific criteria (possibly by
device type) for metrologically significant areas to be evauated and reported during the initia installation by
weights and measures officials (and possibly service agencies). Only devices found to be deficient in the specific
criteria areas would be entered into the system.

(Comment: Consideration should be given to type of devices and applications where the installation can have a
major affect on the performance of the device-e.g., vehicle, hopper, railroad, and belt-conveyor scales; loading-rack
and vehicle-tank meters. Theinitial verification should be limited to the weighing/measuring element level.)

That a reporting form (to be developed) containing the above information be made a part of the examination
procedure outlines (EPOs), and become a cooperative effort of weights and measures jurisdictions. (It is possible to
establish a pilot program of several States to evaluate effectiveness.)

That a database be developed by NTEP to track the critical criteria and that performance standards be established to
notify NTEP when a number (to be determined) of devices have failed theinitial verification.
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That criteria for device reevaluation be established to require a manufacturer (at the manufacturer’s expense) to
resubmit production devicesto NTEP.

That criteria be established for the reevaluation if non-conformance to type is found (corrective action or withdrawal
of the Certificate of Conformance [CC]).

Part I1. Type Evaluation Process
Proposals:

That, if adevice submitted to an NTEP laboratory fails in specific metrologicaly significant areas (to be determined,
possibly by device type), the manufacturer is required to submit a second device for evaluation.

That, if the second device should fail in metrologically significant areas (as determined above), the manufacturer is
required to submit evidence that a quality control plan isin place that provides a reasonable assurance that devices
are capable of meeting the criteria for a CC and test data that indicates the “type” has passed all metrologically
significant areas.

That, following successful evaluation of a quality control plan and submitted data, two additional production devices
are submitted for approval. If the devices successfully complete the evaluation process, a CC isissued, with areport
to NTEP reguesting follow-up action in the future.

This follow up would be in two parts. First, that the device would be flagged for initia verification and the
manufacturer would be required to provide site information to NTEP to contact the jurisdictions performing the first
(three?) inspections and request results on specific performance, features, or parameters (problems encountered
during type evaluation). Second, within 1 year, the manufacturer may be required to submit (at the manufacturer’'s
expense) an additional production device for reevaluation.

If the two additional production devices should fail (in the areas determined above), future evaluation of the model
type would be at the discretion of NTEP.

Part I11. Subsequent Verification Process
Thisis an excerpt from the SMA Metrology Control Plan, but taken out of context.

Following the initial installation, the product is subjected to a variety of changes and interruptions (in a random
order) and to periodic re-verifications of metrological performance. These changes may involve such things as
connecting additional hardware (and/or software) to enhance the process, the user applying the device for an
operation which was not intended when the equipment was originally placed in service, servicing the device with
replacement parts which do not meet original specifications, and operator changes with subsequent retraining of new
personnel.

Under the life cycle scenario, it is apparent that once a device moves out of its warranty period, it becomes subject to
a spectrum of events which are increasingly out of the hands of the manufacturer. Therefore, subsequent
verification will generally not be effective in identifying product non-conformance to type.

Proposal:
That a very limited set of criteria (to be determined) be established for reporting by weights and measures
jurisdictions (and service agencies?) in areas of performance which would continue to be related to production

meets type. Only reports of failures in the specified areas would be reported to NTEP. As with production meets
type, specific evaluation criteriawould need to be established to determine if areevaluation is necessary.
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Appendix E

NTEP Long Term Business Plan Work Group
Status Report
July, 1999
Presented by Barbara Bloch, Chairman, NTEP Work Group

The Work Group last met officially in Albugquerque, New Mexico; February, 3 and 4, 1999 in conjunction with the
NCWM Interim Meeting. In attendance were members of the Work Group; Darrell Flocken, Lou Straub, Dick Suiter,
Daryl Tonini, Jim Truex, Rich Tucker, Mike Belue, TinaButcher, Debbie Joines, Bob Traettino and myself. Guestsat
the meetingsincluded Steve Cook, Karen Glover, Gary Lamerisand DianeLee. The meetingswerevery productive, and
the participation of all present was very much appreciated.

Thisreport summary is presented in two parts; thefirst to address the business plan being devel oped by the Work Group,
and the second to address “ Production Meets Type” and “ Challengesto a Certificate of Conformance”. In addition, the
body of the report addresses specific work as well as work in progress related to the business plan and the production

meets type and challenges to a certificate.

Asmany of the decisions facing the NCWM Board/NTEP Committee regarding the management of the NTEP program
will affect the status of the Work Group’ s process, thisreport is presented for your information and future consideration.

The Work Group appreciates the opportunity to present thisinformation to you, and members are present to respond to
any questions you may have.
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Status Report Summary: Part I
Long Term Business Plan for NTEP

Overall Objective: To Develop a Long Term Business Plan for Management of the National Type Evaluati
Program

The development of a long term business plan for the NTEP program remains dependent on several factors which are
identified on the Work Plan Objectives. Once some of the issues before the Board of Directors, NTEP Committee, and
the NIST are resolved, the Work Group will be in a better position to come forward with recommendations for further
actions. Considerable research has been done by members of the Work Group, which is detailed in the body of the
report.

To assist the Board of Directors and the NTEP Committee in their decision making process regarding the structure of
NTEP for the future, the Work Group has identified the following areas as needing further resolution or decision.

Work Group Objectives:

1. To identify potential liability for NIST/OWM and NCWM.

In order for the potential liability to be identified, it is necessary to resolve the question of who will provide overall
management of the NTEP program. As this is one of the topics for the NCWM meeting in July, the Work Group will
be prepared to respond accordingly in the near future.

2. To investigate disclaimers of liability on NTEP applications.

The Work Group recommends that the Board:

A. Consider amending Publication 14 and the individual NTEP Applications to contain a statement that
companies agree to abide by Publication 14 Policies and Procedures.

B. Develop procedures whereby the company certifies that its product conforms to applicable Publication 14
checklist requirements and that production devices will meet all Handbook 44 requirements of the prototype
device which was evaluated.

Editorial note: In reviewing this section, some members of the Work Group suggested that the amendments go
a step further, and include a stat ! that the facturer would agree to withdrawal of the Certificate of
Conformance if sufficient evidence is produced that production devices are not representative of the prototype
device.

3. Review original intent of NTEP. (Check Publication 14 and Conference Reports.)

The Work Group has prepared a very detailed account of the history of NTEP and considers it sufficient for its intended
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use. The Work Group has also examined the purpose and objectives of NTEP, as detailed in the history, and the
consensus of the Work Group is that the original purpose and objectives of NTEP are basically sound. However, they
may need to be expanded in light of the current needs of the program.

4. Objective 4 has been sub-divided into sections a through l, for development purposes.
L

Many of the decisions here will be made after key decisions are made. Detailed below are those sections where
recommendations are made for future action.

(T
4c. Roles and responsibilities of:
]}

1. NIST

2. NCWM/NTEP BOG

3. Participating labs

4. Manufacturers

5. Weights and measures jurisdictions
6. Users

The roles and responsibilities of the parties to NTEP were researched from various historical documents by
Work Group member Jim Truex and reviewed by the Work Group. Please see report detail for specifics.

The Work Group recommends that the reference to the NTEP Board of Governors be changed to “NTEP
Committee” to reflect the current status of the NCWM, Inc. With that amendment, the Work Group reaffirms
the roles and responsibilities of the parties to NTEP as being consistent with today’s program.

]
4d. Who will provide overall management (check Publication 14 for current policy)
. -]

While the question of overall management of NTEP is still at issue (see objective 1), the Work Group
recommends making amendments to Publication 14, as needed, to conform to the new Bylaws adopted in July,
1998. In addition, decisions from the Board of Directors regarding the future structure of NTEP mav require
changes in the responsibilities of some or all of the parties involved.

Example: Publication 14, Administrative Procedures, B. Administration, NTEP is operated by the following
organizations:

1. Board of Governors--replace with language consistent with the Bylaws.

2. National Type Evaluation Technical Committ d to be consistent with the Bylaws.

NOTE: many of the historical documents refer to the NTEP Advisory Committee—Reference to this Committee
was eliminated in the Bylaw change and should be removed from use.

Future Structure of NTEP:

The Work Group is charged with assisting in establishing the future structure of NTEP. The incorporation of
the NCWM has impacted the federal laws which dictate the duties of federal government employees in their
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dealings with corporations. Mike Rubin, NIST Counsel, has offered to use the resources of his office to
research alternatives and to provide recommendations to the Work Group and the Conference for NTEP of the
future. Background information has been provided to Mike Rubin regarding this subject, and has been
discussed with the Board of Directors. Again, decisions on the overall management of NTEP will play a key
role here.

4h. Roles and responsibilities of the NTEP technical sectors.

The Work Group recommends that Publication 14, and other reference documents, be amended to reflect the
1998 Bylaw changes, in that NTEP Sector members are now appointed by the NTEP Chairman.

4i, Maintenance of the model NTEP law and regulation.

The Work Group recommends that Handbook 130, Publication 14 and Publication 5 be amended as
necessary to make the documents uniform. There is a concern that the language in the various documents is
similar, but not identical.

On behalf of the Work Group, I would like to thank the Board of Directors and the NTEP Committee for consideration
of these recommendations, and state that we look forward to receiving direction from you for future actions.
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Status Report Summary: Part 11
“Production Meets Type” and Challengesto a“ Certificate of Conformance”

Overall Objective: To recommend amendments to Publication 14 for establishing procedures to manage a
production meets type program, and to handle challenges to a Certificate of Conformance.

As you know, considerable time has been spent on “Production Meets Type” and “Challenges to a Certificate of
Conformance”. Draft amendmentsto Publication 14 wereincluded in the 1998 Interim Agenda, and 17 comment letters
were received. About one half were positive and one half were negative--not even close to consensus. An aternative
proposal was devel oped and reviewed by the group which involves collecting datafrom the Stateson initial verification
of adevice, if thedevicefailsinidentified metrological areas. Industry members agreed to share the proposal with their
membership and responded to the group in December of 1998, so that it could be discussed in February at thisyear's
(1999) Interim Meeting. This alternative proposal was one of the starting points for discussions by the Work Group.

Asdraft procedures for handling achallenge to a certificate were devel oped during the Interim Meeting by the NCWM
Board/NTEP Committee, they have been included in the second part of the Work Group's draft.

The structure of NTEP in thefuture, to be determined by the Board of Directors and the NTEP Committee, in part from
input at the June 4, 1999 Workshop, and from other data provided by the NIST and NCWM, Inc. Legal Counsels, will
provide direction to the Work Group for future actions. At this time, the Work Group provides the draft documents
currently under review for “Production Meets Type” and “ Challenges to a Certificate of Conformance” for your future
consideration.

Draft Proposals

Proposed additions to Publication 14's administrative procedures:

Part A. Administration:

1. Amend the NTEP application to include a conditional statement that, in the event the device failsto meet its
performance requirements, the manufacturer agreesto submit additional production modelsfor future testing.
Thisagreement will stipulate that the manufacturer shall pay for the cost of such production devicetesting. The
number of devices required to be submitted is something that will need to be determined. (Note: given
commentson thisitem, it was suggested that thisbe held for redrafting after the production meetstype
discussion maturesfurther.)

2. All applicants agree to provide proof that production devices will meet type. Demonstrating that production
devices will meet type may be satisfied by: (Note: to be further developed)

A device manufacturer can adopt an NTEP approved production meets type program, or can adopt its own
program provided that it can meet NTEP criteria. It is anticipated that the criteria under either option would
essentially bethe same. It may be possibleto allow acompany to elect to substitute production |ot testing under
some defined schedulein lieu of a production meetstype quality program. Thislast option would be structured
such that it would be uneconomical for large production levels. The NTEP Committeewould be responsiblefor
approving production meets type programs for device manufacturers.

NTEP Laboratory Process, Initial Verification Process and Subsequent Verification Process
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Note: Thisproposal containsthree parts: oneto addressthe NTEP laboratory process, oneto addressinitial verification
and one to address the subsequent verification process.

Part |. Type Evaluation Process

Proposal:

That if a device submitted to an NTEP laboratory fails in specific metrologically significant areas (to be
determined, possibly by device type), the device is returned to the manufacturer. The manufacturer may
correct the device and reapply for type evaluation, including payment of application fees, and submission of a
test data package to assure NTEP compliance. The device may be placed at the end of the laboratory testing
queue.

Part Il. Initial Verification Process

Proposal:

That aninitial verification system be devel oped within NTEP that woul d establish specific criteria(possibly by
device type) for metrologically significant areas to be evaluated and reported during the initial installation by
weights and measures officials (and possibly service agencies). Only devices found to be deficient in the
specific criteria areas would be entered into the system.

(Comment: consideration should be given to type of devices and applicationswhere theinstallation can have a
major affect on the performance of the device-e.g. Vehicle, hopper, railroad and belt-conveyor scales; loading
rack and VTM meters. Theinitial verification should be limited to the weighing/measuring element level.)
That areporting form containing appropriate information (to be devel oped) be made apart of the examination
procedure outlines (EPO’ s), and become a cooperative effort of weights and measuresjurisdictions. (Possible
to establish a pilot program to evaluate effectiveness. Test criteria, testing standards, inspector training, etc.
would all need to be considered in developing this proposal.)

That a database be developed by NTEP to track the critica criteria and that performance standards be
established to notify NTEP when a number (to be determined) of devices have failed the initial verification.

That criteriafor device reevaluation be established to require amanufacturer (at the manufacturer’ sexpense) to
resubmit production devicesto NTEP.

That criteria be established for the reevaluation if non-conformance to type is found (corrective action or
withdrawal of the Certificate of Conformance).

Part I11. Subsequent Verification Process
Proposal:

Toestablishavery limited set of criteria(to be determined) for reporting by weights and measuresjurisdictions
(and service agencies?) in areas of performance which would continue to be related to production meetstype.

As with production meets type, specific evaluation criteria would need to be established to determine if a
reevaluation is necessary. (To be further developed.)

Part B. Challengesto a Certificate
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A challengeto an existing certificate may be brought by any weights and measuresjurisdiction or by any interested party.
Thechallenge shall list the name of the manufacturer, the certificate number, the specific model number of thedevicein
question, the alleged deficiency to Handbook 44, and supporting documentation of the allegation. The challenge shall be
submitted in writing along with the required information to the Chairman of the NTEP Committee (possibly through
NIST). The NTEP Committee Chair will review and if warranted, forward the information to the NIST NTEP
Administrator. The NTEP administrator will assign an NTEP |aboratory (or other competent representative) to conduct
an investigation of the device in question.

Proceduresto Address a Challenge to an NTEP Certificate of Conformance (CC)

(Note: These procedures were developed to address one specific device type. Modifications to the procedure will be
made on a case-by-case basis to best address the specific type of device being challenged.)

The NTEP Committee will review the information and data provided by entity lodging the challenge. If the NTEP
Committee findsthereis sufficient information to continue, the following stepswill betaken. If insufficient information
is provided, the NTEP Committee will contact the challenger and identify the information required.

The NTEP Committee will consult with NIST statistical staff to determine number of devices that would need to be
tested and how the results should be analyzed relative to selecting additional devices for test.

L ocate sources of supply for themodel of device being challenged. Attempt to determine the approximate number of the
devicein supply. Ask the supplier(s) if the manufacturer supplies special instructions, mountings, or other peripheral
equipment for installing and using the device.

Send aletter to the entity lodging the challenge stating that NTEP will proceed with the complaint. Indicate that they
may beresponsiblefor the costs of the evaluation if the results of the eval uation show the devices meet the requirements.

Note that, unless NTEP hears from the challenger in 10 days, NTEP will proceed with the challenge. If the challenger
objectsto this condition, then NTEP will consider the challenge closed. Theletter will also outline the procedures that
NTEP will follow in addressing the challenge.

A letter will be sent to the company whose Certificate of Conformance is being challenged to notify them of the
challenge and indicate the stepsthat NTEP will follow to addressthe challenge. Theletter will indicate that, should the
devicesfail to meet requirements, the company holding the CC will be assessed the fees for testing and the CC may be
withdrawn. NTEP recognizes that factors such as peripheral equipment and installation can be significant in device
performance. If the company wishes to supply the required information or equipment or to provide additional
instructions, they have the option of providing these. If the manufacturer wishes to participate in the testing they are
welcometo do so. If themanufacturer objectsto the proposed procedure, they must contact NTEP within 2 weeks. Note
that the CC holder can request to have more cell stested than prescribed by NTEP during the challenge process; however,
the CC holder is responsible for the costs of the additional testing.

Objections to the proposed procedures will be addressed on a case-by-case basis.

Thetesting process will begin with NTEP obtaining the devices to be tested. Two production devices of the model and
capacity being challenged will be selected. An attempt will be made to get the devices from different distributors.

One device will be submitted to NTEP for testing.

If the resulting test data does not compare with test results submitted by the entity lodging the challenge (i.e.,
the device passes or its performance is significantly different) the challenger will be notified by phone and in
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writing of the results. The challenger will be asked whether or not they want to proceed since they may be
responsible for additional costs. If the challenger wishesto proceed, then NTEP will proceed to the next step.

If the first device fails, the second device is tested as described below.
The next device will be tested.
If the device passes, the complaint is resolved and both parties are notified.

If the devicefails, then the holder of the NTEP CC isto be contacted and asked if they wish to proceed to test
more devicesin accordance with the statistical sampling plan. If the CC holder electsto take corrective action
at that point, they will be asked to voluntarily suspend the Certificate which would also requirethemto recall all
devicesin their and their distributors’ existing stock. If NTEP continues with testing of the devices and find
that the devices continue to fail, NTEP can proceed to withdraw the Certificate and notify the States.

Cost of Investigation:

Initially any costs incurred in the conduct of an investigation will be paid from the NTEP fund of the NCWM. If the
investigation finds that production did not meet type, the entire cost of the investigation will be assessed to the
manufacturer of the device. To discourage frivolous challenges, if achallengeto acertificateisinitiated by acompeting
manufacturer and theinvestigation finds that production doesin fact meet type, the entire cost of theinvestigation may be
assessed to the entity that initiated the challenge. A deposit may be required at the time of submission of the challenge.
(Amount to be determined).

NTEP Initiation of Investigation:

If NTEP has reason to believe that production of amodel does not meet type, the same procedures

will be followed. The reason for this type of investigation could come from complaints by severa jurisdictions or
information from a National Data Base which provides sufficient information to indicate that production does not meet
type. In this type of investigation, if it is found that production meets type, NTEP will absorb the cost of the
investigation. If it isfound that production does not meet type, the cost will be assessed to the manufacturer of the device.
Devices Requiring Field Evaluation:

If achallenge is brought against a device or system that requires field evaluation, initialy only the

device which was brought into question will be evaluated. If the device or system passes the evaluation, it will be
assumed that production meetstype. If the devicefails, asecond device of the sametypewill be evaluated. If the second
devicefails, it will be determined that production does not meet type and the procedures outlined above will befollowed.
Due Process Procedures:

See Publication 14 sections.
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Appendix H

National Type Evaluation Technical Committee
Belt-Conveyor Scale Sector
Meeting Summary
October 5, 1998, Sacramento, CA

Agenda Items

1. Update to NCWM Publication 14 to Reflect Changes to NIST Handbook 44
A)  N.3.2. Material Test and N.3.2.1. Accuracy of Material (a)
B) UR.2.2.1. For Scales Not Installed by the Manufacturer (b)
C) UR.2.2.1. For Scales Not Installed by the Manufacturer (c)
D) UR.2.2.1. For Scales Not Installed by the Manufacturer (g)
E) UR.2.2.1. For Scales Not Installed by the Manufacturer (h)
F)  UR.2.2.1. For Scales Not Installed by the Manufacturer (j)
G) S.2.2. Adjustable Components, S.5. Provision for Sealing, and Table S.5. Categories of Device and Method
of Sealing
Examination Procedure Outline (EPO)
Substitution of Load Cells in Belt-Conveyor Scales
Parameters to be Included on Certificates of Conformance
Last Serial Number for INACTIVE Certificates of Conformance (CCs)
Certificates of Conformance (CCs) for Computer Software
N.3.2.1. Accuracy of Material
For Scales Not Installed by the Manufacturer
Installation Requirements
. Recording Elements and Recorded Representation
. Design of Zero Setting Mechanism

PR O©ONDUTAWN

= O

1. Update to NCWM Publication 14 to Reflect Changes to NIST Handbook 44

Background: The 83" National Conference on Weights and Measures (NCWM) adopted the following changes that
will be reflected in the 1999 edition of NIST Handbook 44 and NCWM Publication 14. These items were included as
part of the agenda to inform the Belt-Conveyor Scales Sector of changes that will immediately affect National Type
Evaluation Program (NTEP) policy and procedures.

A) N.3.2. Material Test and N.3.2.1. Accuracy of Material (a)

Background: The Western Weights and Measures Association (WWMA) Specifications and Tolerances (S&T)
Committee received a recommendation during its 1997 annual meeting to remove the sentence in N.3.2. which
recommended that a substitution test is performed for the material test of a belt-conveyor scale system. The WWMA
forwarded the proposal to the Northeastern Weights and Measures Association and to this Sector, who in turn sent the
proposal to the NCWM. This Sector recommended that references to the substitution test be relocated to N.3.2.1. and
that additional wording be added to N.3.2.1. to clarify the specific details of the test procedure. The NCWM included
the recommendation on its 1998 agenda as an informational item, hoping to collect additional information by its 1999
meeting. Supporters of the recommendation believe that reference to the substitution test in N.3.2. creates confusion
because N.3.2. addresses the test of a belt-conveyor scale system, while the substitution test is intended for evaluating
the reference scale. Opponents to the recommendation, especially with respect to the wording proposed by this Sector,
contended that the changes would impose an unfair, and possibly unnecessary, burden on belt-conveyor scale owners
and the railroads.
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Discussion: The Sector reviewed the proposal that it forwarded to the NCWM S&T Committee in 1997. During the
discussion, several Sector members acknowledged that no formal definition exists for a substitution test. Consequently,
many times the reference scale is mistakenly tested using only a strain-load test. The Sector recognized that a
strain-load test alone is inappropriate for type-evaluations. The Sector reviewed the field test requirements for the
reference scale in Section 14 of the Belt-Conveyor Scale Checklist.

Conclusion: The Sector decided that, in most cases, the NTEP laboratory should apply the substitution test procedures
to test the reference scale before performing the type evaluation of a belt-conveyor scale system; however, the Sector
recognized that further consideration should be given to the various types of reference scales and special constraints
which may apply to these devices. Consequently, the Sector did not agree to immediately add this requirement to
Publication 14. The Sector established a work group to review the Field Test Procedures that are currently included in
Section 14 of the Belt-Conveyor Scales Checklist.

The workgroup consists of Dick Suiter (NIST), Chairman; Tom Vormittag (Commercial Testing & Engineering);
Larry Turberville (AL); and Lou Cerny (Association of American Railroads). The Sector invited GIPSA to appoint a
representative to participate on the work group. By the next Sector meeting, the work group hopes to determine
whether or not the current procedures adequately address the test of a reference scale. A specific challenge for the
work group is to develop criteria for the selection of a reference scale for use during type evaluations and during
routine evaluations. The Sector agreed that the minimum test requirements for type evaluation should remain more
restrictive than the test requirements for routine field evaluations. For example, for routine field evaluations, a strain
load test is sometimes considered satisfactory for certain locations, while for a type evaluation at the same location, the
laboratory may perform a substitution test to verify the accuracy and suitability of the reference scale selected for the
evaluation. The work group will spell out the substitution test procedure for various types of scales.

B) UR.2.2.1. For Scales Not Installed by the Manufacturer (b)

Background: Based upon a 1997 recommendation by this Sector, the NCWM added the following sentence to
UR.2.2.1. at its 1998 Annual Meeting: “Training idlers shall not be restrained at any time in order to force belt
alignment.” This item was included on the Sector’s agenda to inform the Sector of the change to Handbook 44.

Discussion and Conclusion: The Sector acknowledged the change to Handbook 44 and agreed to add the following
statement to Publication 14:

9.7.7.1. Training idlers shall not be restrained at any time to force belt alignment. This change should not
have a significant impact on the type-evaluation of belt-conveyor scale systems.

While reviewing this issue, the Sector also began a discussion related to item 8 of the agenda. See item 8 in this report
for details.

C) UR.2.2.1. For Scales Not Installed by the Manufacturer (c)

Background: Based upon a 1997 recommendation by this Sector, the NCWM maodified UR.2.2.1.(c) at its 1998
Annual Meeting, to better define where a concave curve may be installed in a belt-conveyor scale system.

Discussion and Conclusion: The Sector acknowledged the changes to UR.2.2.1.(c) and agreed to change paragraph
9.7.8. of Publication 14 as follows:

9.7.8. If there is a concave curve in the conveyor between-the-seale-and-the-loading-peint before or after the

scale, the scale shall be installed so that the belt is in contact with all the idlers rollers at all times for at least
20 feet (6 m) or 5 idler spaces, whichever is greater, before and after the scale. A concave curve shall start
no closer than 40 ft (12 m) from the scale to the tangent point of the concave curve.

NTEP-36



Appendix H — Belt-Conveyor Sector NTEP Committee
1998 Meeting Summary

D) UR.2.2.1. For Scales Not Installed by the Manufacturer (g)

Background: At its 1998 Annual Meeting, the NCWM modified UR.2.2.1.(g) to require that 5 idlers, instead of 4
idlers, on either side of the scale are identified as being part of the scale system.

Discussion and Conclusion: The Sector acknowledged the changes to UR.2.2.1.(g) and agreed to change Publication
14, Paragraph 9.7.12. of the Belt-Conveyor Scale checklist to read:

9.7.12. The scale area and 4-5 idlers on both ends of the scale shall be of a contrasting color, or other suitable
means shall be used to distinguish the scale from the remainder of the conveyor installation.

E) UR.2.2.1. For Scales Not Installed by the Manufacturer (h)

Background: Based upon a 1997 recommendation by this Sector, at its 1998 Annual Meeting, the NCWM modified
UR.2.2.1.(h) to better identify if a scale is installed with the appropriate equipment. This item was included on the
Sector’s agenda to inform the Sector of the change to Handbook 44.

Discussion: The Sector acknowledged that, based upon its recommendation in 1997, Handbook 44 now specifies that
*“under no load or loaded the belt shall make full contact with the carry roll.”

The Sector also acknowledged that, in many cases, it is impossible to verify that the belt remains in full contact with
the carry roll. In its review of the changes to this paragraph, the Sector agreed that the new wording in Handbook 44
does not communicate the Sector’s original intent for modifying the language in Handbook 44 and leaves room for
interpretation. The Sector agreed that the trough angle, quality of the belt, and belt temperature could each affect how
the belt contacts the idlers. The Sector is most concerned with idlers, which either intermittently contact the belt or do
not contact the belt at all.

Conclusion: To better reflect its original intent to modify UR.2.2.1.(h), the Sector proposed that the NCWM
Specifications and Tolerances Committee further modify UR.2.2.1.(h) to read:

UR.2.2.1.(h) Conveyor belting shall be no heavier than is required for normal use. Under no load or loaded,
the belt shall make ful continuous contact with the carry roll (center or horizontal portion) of the idlers.
Splices shall not cause undue disturbance in scale operation (see N.3).

The Sector agreed to change Publication 14, paragraph 9.7.13.1. of the Belt-Conveyor Scale checklist to read:
9.7.13.1. Under any no load or loaded, the belt shall make continuous contact with the carry roll (center or
horizontal portion) of the idlers.

F) UR.2.2.1. For Scales Not Installed by the Manufacturer (j)

Background: Based upon a 1997 recommendation by this Sector, at its 1998 Annual Meeting, the NCWM modified
UR.2.2.1.(j) to require that the belt not extend beyond the edge of the idler roller in any area of the conveyor.

Discussion and Conclusion: The Sector acknowledged the changes to paragraph UR.2.2.1.(j) and agreed to change
paragraph 9.7.15. of the Belt-Conveyor Scale checklist to read:

9.7.15. The belt shall not extend beyond the edge of the idler roller in any area of the conveyor.
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G) S.2.2. Adjustable Components, S.5. Provision for Sealing, and Table S.5. Categories of Device and
Method of Sealing

Background: Based upon a 1997 recommendation by this Sector, at its 1998 Annual Meeting, the NCWM added
Table S.5. to the Belt-Conveyor Scale Systems Code in Handbook 44 to describe the acceptable provisions for sealing.

Discussion and Conclusion: The Sector acknowledged the changes to Handbook 44. The Sector agreed that the
appendices on audit trails from the Scales Checklist in Publication 14 should be incorporated, as appropriate, into the
Belt-Conveyor Scales Checklist with changes made to the sealing categories to reflect the differences between static
scales and dynamic belt-conveyor scales and differences in the Handbook 44 codes for these devices.

2. Examination Procedure Outline (EPO)

Background: During its 1996 meeting, the Sector developed a subcommittee consisting of Norman Johnson (Merrick
Industries), Chairman of the Sector and the subcommittee, Steve Cook (California), and Larry Turberville (Alabama)
to develop an Examination Procedure Outline (EPO) for Belt-Conveyor Scale Systems. At its 1997 meeting, the Sector
agreed to finalize a draft EPO that could be forwarded to the NCWM Administration and Public Affairs (A&P)
Committee with a recommendation to include the EPO in a future edition of NCWM Publication 12.

Discussion: The Sector briefly reviewed a draft EPO for belt-conveyor scales developed by Max Cassanova (Ramsey
Technology) and Norm Johnson. The Sector acknowledged that the EPO needed further development and that regional
weights and measures jurisdictions could provide valuable comments to improve the checklist. The Sector agreed that
appropriate test forms would improve the procedure. The Sector pointed out that the test forms should include the
formulas required to perform the calculations recorded on the form along with examples to accompany any difficult
equations. In addition, the EPO should include sections on safety and required materials/equipment.

Conclusion: Sector members will review the draft EPO which was distributed at the Sector meeting and submit
comments to Thomas Ahrens, Technical Advisor, by October 16, 1998. Tom Ahrens and Norm Johnson will work
together to finalize the document and a final draft will be sent to the Sector with a ballot. If the ballot results indicate
Sector support for the final draft, the document will be submitted to the A&P Committee. The Technical Advisor will
also consult with the A&P Committee Chairman and Technical Advisor to determine whether or not the EPO might be
included on their agenda as a developmental item to generate feedback and comments for development of a finalized
EPO.

3. Substitution of Load Cells in Belt-Conveyor Scales

Background: Section E at the beginning of the Publication 14 Belt-Conveyor Scales Checklist had specified that under
specific circumstances a Certificate of Conformance could cover a range of belt-conveyor scales based upon the test of
a system using non-NTEP load cells. The Sector was asked to review the existing policy to determine if the criteria
were appropriate, considering the factors that influence dynamic weighing systems.

Discussion and Conclusion: The Sector agreed to replace the text in Section E of the Belt-Conveyor Scales Checklist
of Publication 14 with the text of Section B.4. of the Scales Checklist in Publication 14. The Sector agreed that the
criteria should not apply retroactively to existing CCs, but to apply the criteria to requests to expand existing CCs or to
request type evaluation of a new model. Manufacturers should provide NTEP a summary of the models and capacities
of the load cells used in each device covered by an NTEP CC. Section E will now read:

E. Criteria for Scales Not Using NTEP Load Cells

For a given family of devices, to determine the capability of the series to comply with the influence factors
requirements, NTEP will require testing as follows:
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a. a single device in the middle of the range between smallest and largest capacity may be tested in an
environmental chamber to include the entire series provided:

b. the device tested will not generally exceed a 4:1 ratio from either extreme of capacities; and

c. the range of capacities from lowest to highest shall not exceed a 10:1 ratio unless more than one device is
tested.

d. several devices in the series may be tested as described above to cover a wider range of capacities.

In addition to demonstrating compliance with influence factors requirements, additional capacities within the
series may be selected for conducting other required NTEP tests.

4. Parameters to be Included on Certificates of Conformance

Background: Section B at the beginning of the Publication 14 Belt-Conveyor Scales Checklist defines the range of
parameters that NTEP will cover on a Certificate of Conformance (CC), based upon the test of one or several belt-
conveyor scale systems. NTEP management was concerned that the range of parameters provided in Publication 14 is
too broad and does not provide sound technical policy. The concern originated because static scales used to measure
the same products must undergo testing over a range of capacities in order to cover the same range of operating
parameters.

Discussion and Conclusion: The Sector agreed that the criteria presently included in Publication 14 for parameters of
devices to be covered on a CC are appropriate and no changes are needed.

5. Last Serial Number for INACTIVE Certificates of Conformance (CCs)

Background: When a CC becomes inactive, the manufacturer currently has the option to supply NTEP with the serial
number of the last device manufactured. This number is listed in NCWM Publication 5. If a manufacturer did not
supply the last serial number, it was difficult for weights and measures jurisdictions to determine when a manufacturer
was manufacturing its product after the CC became inactive.

The Sector received a request to discuss this issue after one weights and measures jurisdiction found a device being
sold years after its CC became inactive, for which NTEP did not have a serial number on file. In its review of this
issue, the Measuring Sector agreed to support the following changes to the definition for “Inactive Status” in the NTEP
Administrative Policy at the front of Publication 14.

3. Inactive Status

An INACTIVE Certificate of Conformance is a Certificate which was previously active, but the devices are no
longer being manufactured or re-manufactured for commercial applications. Hewever—dDevices already
manufactured, installed, or in inventory, but not yet sold, may be used, sold, repaired, and resold under an
INACTIVE Certificate of Conformance, provided that the manufacturer supplies NTEP with the serial number
and/or date code of the last device of that model manufactured for commercial applications. The serial
number and/or date code must be provided at the time that the manufacturer first designates the Certificate as
INACTIVE. If the manufacturer chooses not to provide the last serial number and/or date code for the device
model, the Certificate of Conformance will not apply to any devices of that model sold after the date that the
Certificate becomes INACTIVE.

Discussion: The Sector identified two potential problems with the proposal. The first problem was that serial numbers
are not always sequential. The second problem was that this recommendation may harm the device distributor and/or
device owner more than the device manufacturer. A suggestion was made to amend the proposal to allow
manufacturers other options for identifying the last device that they manufactured.
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Conclusion: The Sector included this item on its agenda to ask for additional information. Sector members were
encouraged to submit comments to the NTEP Committee.

The Sector was concerned that this proposal will penalize the supplier more than the manufacturer, if the manufacturer
goes out of business and does not provide the last serial number for its devices. The Sector agreed that manufacturers
should be allowed the option of including the device serial numbering scheme and/or dating scheme on the Certificates
of Conformance.

6. Certificates of Conformance (CCs) for Computer Software

Background: Steve Malone, Past-Chairman of the NCWM, appointed a work group to determine whether or not
NTEP should continue to issue CCs for software. The Software Work Group decided that, in the future, NTEP will
only evaluate software as part of a metrological system. Based upon this decision, the Measuring Sector formed a
work group to redesign the CC that NTEP issues for software-based measuring systems. The Belt-Conveyor Scales
Sector was invited to provide feedback and appoint a representative to the workgroup.

Di; ion and Conclusion: The Technical Advisor reviewed the issue with the Sector. After reviewing the issue, the
Sector determined that the complexity and design of belt-conveyor scale systems are such that NTEP CCs for these
devices are already oriented toward a system-based approach and few changes will be needed to belt-scale CCs to
reflect the NCWM’s decisions. Consequently, the Sector agreed not to appoint a representative to attend meetings
scheduled by the workgroup

7. N.3.2.1. Accuracy of Material

Background: At its 1997 meeting, the Sector developed a proposal to modify paragraph N.3.2.1. Accuracy of
Material. The Sector forwarded this proposal to the NCWM Specifications and Tolerances (S&T) Committee. The
S&T Committee marked the proposal as “Informational.”

The proposal would require the reference scale used during a material test to be tested before and after the material is
weighed to verify that the scale remains accurate throughout the test.

Discussion: The Sector reviewed the proposal that it submitted to the S&T Committee after its 1997 meeting. Lou
Cerny (AAR) invited several people to the meeting to represent the railroads’ position on the recommendation. The
railroad representatives each expressed their concern that, if the NCWM votes to make the proposed changes to
Handbook 44, the railroads will have to invest what they consider an unreasonable amount of manpower and money to
comply with the requirement.

Several Sector members supported allowing the follow-up tests to be performed using a “monitor” car in place of
known test weights. A “monitor” car is a rail car or vehicle with a constant weight. Instead of reapplying known test
weights, the inspector would weigh the monitor car immediately after testing the reference scale to determine the
weight of the car. At any time during the material test, the monitor car could be weighed to determine if the reference
scale was maintaining accuracy. The railroad representatives did not feel that adopting this change to the proposal
would resolve their concerns. Their contention was that many belt-conveyor scales are installed in remote locations
where environmental effects could bias the results by changing the weight of the monitor car, for example, if snow or
ice accumulated on the car.

One Sector member recalled that during the 1998 Western Weights and Measures Association meeting, a state weights
and measures official pointed out that a recent study showed that 74 percent of the railway-track scales tested by one
weights and measures jurisdiction failed to meet Handbook 44 tolerances.

The Sector recognized the importance of the accuracy of the reference scale; however, the Sector was unable to reach a
consensus on this issue. Consequently, the Sector formed a workgroup to determine how to retest the reference scale.
After forming the workgroup, the Sector voted on four questions to determine the general disposition of the Sector on
this item to provide feedback to the S&T Committee. The questions were as follows:
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A) Should the Sector recommend that this item be withdrawn from the NCWM S&T Committee’s agenda?
Result: Only one member felt that the item should be withdrawn from the S&T agenda.

B) Should the Sector continue to support the retest of the reference scale?
Result: 8 members supported retesting the reference scale; 1 member opposed retesting the reference scale.

C) Should the Sector form a subcommittee to clarify the second test?
Result: 8 members supported forming a subcommittee; no bers opposed forming a subc

Conclusion: The Sector continues to support its original proposal to the S&T Committee to require jurisdictions to test
the reference scale before and after a material test. The Sector acknowledged that additional guidance is needed to
define the amount and type of testing appropriate for the subsequent test of a reference scale. The Sector formed a
subgroup to review the issue of the subsequent test and to develop a recommendation for the S&T Committee.
Volunteers for the subgroup include: Tom Ahrens (NIST), Lou Cerny (AAR), Steve Cook (CA), Will Cunningham
(Burlington Northern Santa Fe), Ken Knapp (Milltronics), Dick Suiter (NIST), and Willie Yager (TUCO, Inc.). The
Sector asked the Technical Advisor to ask for participation from Bob Feezor (Norfolk Southern) and someone from
Southern Company Services.

The Sector agreed that this issue should stay on the S&T agenda.
8. For Scales Not Installed by the Manufacturer

Background: Several of the regional weights and measures jurisdictions have questioned why belt-conveyor scale
systems installed by the manufacturer are not required to meet the same standards as scales which are not installed by
the manufacturer. The questions were specifically directed toward paragraph UR.2.2. of the Belt-Conveyor Scale
Systems Code of Handbook 44.

Discussion: The Sector considered the value of providing additional requirements for belt-conveyor scales that were
not installed by the manufacturer. The Sector agreed that Handbook 44 should require the same specifications for belt-
conveyor scale systems whether or not the system was installed by the manufacturer. The Sector noted that the
Handbook 44 code for belt-conveyor scale systems was written for mechanical scales. Consequently, the code should
eventually be reviewed to determine if requirements, such as UR.2.2. should be rewritten.

Conclusion: Since the Sector had no clear justification for applying separate requirements to scales installed by the
manufacturer and scales not installed by the manufacturer, the Sector agreed to submit a proposal to the S&T
Committee to modify Sections UR.2.2. and UR.2.2.1. as follows:

UR.2.2. Conveyor Installation. - The design and installation of the conveyor leading to and from the belt-
conveyor scale is critical with respect to scale performance. The conveyor may be horizontal or inclined, but,
if inclined, the angle shall be such that slippage of material along the belt does not occur. Installation shall be
in accordance with the scale manufacturer's instructions and the following:

(a) a belt-conveyor scale shall be so installed that neither its performance nor operation will be adversely
affected by any characteristic of the foundation, supports, or any other equipment;

(b) all live portions of the scale shall be protected by appropriate guard devices to prevent accidental
interference with the weighing operation;

(c) suitable protection shall be provided for storage of any simulated load equipment.
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(a d) Take-up Device. - If the belt length is such that a take-up device is required, this device shall be of the
counter-weighted type for either vertical or horizontal travel.

(b ¢) Scale Location and Training Idlers. - The scale shall be so installed that the first weigh idler of the
scale is at least 6 m (20 ft) or 5 idler spaces, whichever is greater, from loading point, skirting, head or tail
pulley, or convex curve in the conveyor. Any training idler shall be located at least 18 m (60 ft) from the
center line of the weigh span of the scale.

(¢ H Concave Curve. - If there is a concave curve in the conveyor between the scale and the loading point,
the scale shall be installed so that the belt is in contact with the idlers at all times for at least 6 m (20 ft) or 5§
idler spaces, whichever is greater, before and after the scale.? A concave curve beyond the scale shall start no
closer than 12 m (40 ft) from the scale.

(d g Tripper and Movable Pulleys. - There shall be no tripper or movable head pulleys in the conveyor.

(o h) Conveyor Length. - The conveyor shall be no longer than 300 m (1000 ft) nor shorter than 12 m (40
ft) from head to tail pulley.
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1986.]

(£ i) Conveyor Stringers. - Conveyor stringers at the scale and for not less than 6 m (20 ft) before and
beyond the scale shall be continuous or securely joined and of sufficient size and so supported as to eliminate
relative deflection between the scale and adjacent idlers when under load. The conveyor stringers should be so
designed that the deflection between any two adjacent idlers within the weigh area does not exceed 0.6 mm
(0.025 in) under load.

(@ j) Identification of Scale Area. - The scale area and 4-5 idlers on both ends of the scale shall be of a
contrasting color, or other suitable means shall be used to distinguish the scale from the remainder of the
conveyor installation, and the scale shall be readily accessible.

(b k) Belt Composition and Maintenance. - Conveyor belting shall be no heavier than is required for
normal use. Under any load, the belt shall contact the center or horizontal portion of the idlers. Splices shall
not cause any undue disturbance in scale operation (see N.3.).

@D Uniformity of Belt Loading and Flow. - The conveyor loading mechanism shall be designed to provide
uniform belt loading. The distance from the loading point to the scale shall allow for adequate settling time of
the material on the belt before it is weighed. Feeding mechanisms shall have a positive closing or stopping
action so that material leakage does not occur. Feeders shall provide an even flow over the scale through the
full range of scale operation. Sufficient impact idlers shall be provided in the conveyor under each loading
point to prevent deflection of the belt during the time material is being loaded.

(3 m) Belt Alignment. - The belt shall not extend beyond the edge of the idler roller in the weighing area.
9. Installation Requirements
Background: Prior to the Sector meeting, the ten sub-sections of UR.2.2.1. in the Belt-Conveyor Scale Systems code
of Handbook 44 were untitled. In order to clarify the intent of each sub-section, the Sector was asked to recommend to

the S&T Committee to add titles to each section.

Titles were editorially added to each section of UR.2.2.1. prior to the Sector meeting and will appear in the 1999
edition of Handbook 44. Consequently, the Sector did not discuss this item.
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10. Recording Elements and Recorded Representation

Background: The Sector received a request to forward a recommendation to the NCWM S&T Committee to require
belt-conveyor scale systems to record when the system enters an “alarm” for any of the following conditions: flow rate
exceeds 98 percent of the rated capacity; flow rate drops below 35 percent of the rated capacity; or the zero-setting
mechanism exceeds the +2 percent of rated capacity limit.

Discussion: The Sector acknowledged that many belt-conveyor scale installations do not have a person who watches
the scale system 24 hours a day, even if the scale system is in operation during that period. Several Sector members
were concerned that, if the system entered an overload, underload, or incorrect zero condition, nothing would be done
to correct the error until a significant error developed.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed to forward a proposal to the S&T Committee to add a non-retroactive requirement to
Handbook 44 to automatically record when a device exceeds the alarm conditions required by Handbook 44 (overload,
underload, or the zero value changes by more than 2 percent of the rated capacity of the scale). Tom Ahrens (NIST),
Technical Advisor, will develop language and ballot the Sector before submitting a proposal to the S&T Committee.

11. Design of Zero Setting Mechanism

Background: After the Sector finished discussing the issues printed on the agenda, Tom Vormittag (CT&E) asked the
Sector to consider this item.

Handbook 44 allows belt-conveyor scales to re-zero either by an automatic or by a semi-automatic zero setting
mechanism. If for some reason the zero setting mechanism malfunctions or the system is zeroed while material is on
the belt, significant errors will occur. Handbook 44 requires static scales to indicate when a scale is in a out-of-balance
condition; however, no such requirement exists for belt-conveyor scales. Mr. Vormittag asked the Sector to forward a
recommendation to the NCWM Specifications and Tolerances (S&T) Committee to require that the value of zero is
recorded before and after each transaction.

Discussion: The belt-conveyor scale manufacturers present at the meeting indicated that they could retrofit their
belt-conveyor scales to record the value of zero before and after each transaction; however, none of the manufacturers
offer this feature commercially. The Sector commented that recording the vatue of zero could be particularly useful in
facilities that operate unmanned. One member pointed out that by monitoring zero maintenance and observing trends
in the value of zero, problems could be identified before they become serious.

The Sector acknowledged that the potential for fraud should be reduced by monitoring the value of zero; however, the
Sector was reluctant to forward a recommendation to the S&T Committee without a better understanding of the number
of belt-conveyor scale installations where problems exist with the use of either an automatic or semi-automatic zero
setting mechanism. It was noted that it is going to be extremely difficult finding volunteers to supply data for sites in
addition to the one discussed during the Sector meeting. Since the belt-conveyor scale manufacturers would have no
problem adding the ability to record zero to future belt-conveyor scale systems, the Technical Advisor suggested
recommending to the S&T Committee that a non-retroactive requirement be added to Handbook 44 to require future
belt-conveyor scale installations to record the value of zero. The Sector was uncomfortable with this option without
looking into the costs and the benefits of such a requirement.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that additional data is needed before it can make a recommendation to the S&T
Committee on the issue of automatic zero. The Sector acknowledged that input has been requested in the past, but no
one has come forward to volunteer to collect and provide data. Comments indicate that many companies may already
collect this type of data as part of routine operation.

Willie Yager (NexGen/TUEO) volunteered to ask the Board of Directors of his organization to provide existing data to

the Sector. Mr. Yager also offered to assist Tom Ahrens (NIST), Technical Advisor, in contacting other industry
representatives for similar data. Tom will provide him with a summary of the type of data needed.
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A) Table S.2.2. Categories of Device and Methods of Sealing; Category 2 (LMD)
B) N.4.1. Normal Tests (LPG and Anhydrous Ammonia)
C) Table S.3.5. Categories of Device and Methods of Sealing; Category 2 (Mass Flow)
D) UR.3.X. Return of Product to Storage - Compressed Natural Gas Dispensers (Mass Flow)
E) UR.3.X. Return of Product to Storage - Compressed Natural Gas Dispensers (Mass Flow)

2. Status of Cryogenic Liquid-Measuring Devices ChecKliSt.............cocuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieineie e 47
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6. Certificates of Conformance for Computer Software .. ..50
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9. Appropriate Abbreviations And Symbols To Identify Equipment ............. .. 51
10. Identification of Repaired, Reconditioned and Remanufactured Equipment .. 52
11. Tolerances for Devices Delivering Less Than One Gallon ...........veueuniiiiiiiiieieeieie e eieans 52

12. Vapor Recovery System Testing
13. Minimum Resolution
14. Width of Index on Indicator
15. POWeEr Failure REQUITEMENTS. ... ittt ettt et et et e et e e e e e e e e e e e a e e e enenans
16. Testing Requirements for Credit Card Readers Installed in Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers. .
17. Mass FIOW MeLer TSt PrOCEAUIES. .......ueeun ittt e et e e e e e et et e e e e e et e eaa e e eaa s e et e e ean e eeaneeenaaaenns
18. Adding Volume Measurement to Existing Mass Flow Meter Certificates
19. Correcting Existing Mass Flow Meter Certificates .............cc..cceunees

20. Family of Products Table for Mass Flow Meters ...
21. Maximum Flow Rate Covered on Certificates..
22. Compatibility of EIeCtronic DEVICES ......cvuuvuneinieiieieeieeieie e eaeanns .
23. Special Test Requirements for Vehicle Mounted Mass Flow Meter Installations .............ccovevvevennenneenne.

1. Update to NCWM Publication 14 to Reflect Changes to NIST Handbook 44

Background: The 83 National Conference on Weights and Measures (NCWM) adopted the following changes that
will be reflected in the 1999 edition of NIST Handbook 44 and NCWM Publication 14. These items were included as
part of the agenda to inform the Measuring Sector of changes that will immediately affect National Type Evaluation
Program (NTEP) policy and procedures.

A) Table S.2.2. Categories of Device and Methods of Sealing; Category 2 (LMD)
Background: The NCWM adopted several changes to Table S.2.2. Table S.2.2. lists the categories of devices and
methods of sealing for liquid-measuring devices. This table now requires all liquid-measuring devices to meet the

sealing requirements of either Category 1 or Category 3 after January 1, 2005.

Sector members should note that this issue will appear again on the 1999 Specifications and Tolerances Committee
agenda to clarify the application of the table to existing devices.

NTEP-45



Appendix |- Measuring Sector NTEP Committee
1998 Meeting Summary

Conclusion: Changes to Publication 14 are shown below. Text to be added to the existing Publication 14 language is
underlined and text to be deleted is shown with strikethrough.

Page 10-28, Category 2 changes:

« The physical hardware enabling access for remote communication must be on-site.

= The physical hardware must be sealable with a security seal or

* The device must be equipped with at least two event counters (one for calibration, the second for
configuration parameters)
- calibration parameters event counter
- configuration parameters event counter

= Adequate provision must be made for applying a A physical seal must-be-applied without exposing
electronics.

« Event counters are non-resettable and have a capacity of at least 000 to 999.

« Event counters increment appropriately.

« Event counters may be located either:
- at the individual measuring device, or
- at the system controller

« If the counters are located at the system controller, rather than at the individual device, means must be
provided to generate a hard copy of the information through an on-site device.

= An adequate number (see table below) of event counters must be available to monitor the calibration and
configuration parameters of each individual device.

« The device must either:
- clearly indicate when it is in the remote configuration mode or
- the-device-shall-not operate while in the remote configuration mode.

= If capable of printing in the calibration mode, it must print a message that it is in the calibration mode.

« The audit trail information must be capable of being retained in memory for at least 30 days while the
device is without power.

= The audit trail information must be readily accessible and easily read.

= The hardware must be sealable with-a securityseal

Page 10-28, the title of the table under Category 2 changes to the following:
“Minimum Number of Counters Required for Devices Equipped with Event Counters™
Page 10-101, the text after Category 2 changes as follows:
If a device has remote configuration capability, but the activation of the remote configuration capability is
through physical hardware (such as a switch) that can be sealed with a physical seal, then the device may be
sealed using a physical seal and or the minimum form of the audit trail.
Page 10-102, the definition of Category 2 in Table S.2.2., Categories of Devices and Methods of Sealing, changes as
follows:

Category 2: Remote configuration | [The hardware enabling access for remote communication must be on-
capability, but access is controlled | site. The hardware must be sealed using a physical seal aré or an event
by physical hardware counter for calibration parameters and an event counter for configuration
parameters.

B) N.4.1. Normal Tests (LPG and Anhydrous Ammonia Liquid-Measuring Devices Code)

Background: The NCWM adopted modifications to paragraph N.4.1. The modifications were adopted to assist field
officials during routine evaluations when the installation conditions and hose size do not permit a full range of flow
rates.

Conclusion: In response to the changes made to NIST Handbook 44, the following note will be added to the Technical

Policy Section of the Liquid-Measuring Devices Checklist:
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Note: To recognize that the maximum discharge flow rate developed by the measuring system will vary with
each system, NTEP will accept a maximum discharge rate developed by a system as low as 50% of the rated
maximum flow rate of the device (the lower of the maximum flow rate marked on the device or the maximum
flow rate to be listed on the Certificate of Conformance). Per Handbook 44, for the purposes of calculating
tolerances, normal tests conducted in an NTEP evaluation may be performed at any flow rate down to:
[50% of the rated maximum flow rate + the rated minimum flow rate]/2
For example: For a meter with a rated maximum flow rate of 60 gallons/minute (gpm) and a minimum flow
rate of 12 gpm, the maximum discharge rate developed in an actual installation may be as low as 30 gpm.
Therefore, for NTEP tests, calculate the “breakpoint” between normal and special tests as:
[(50% x 60) + 12]/2 = 21
Thus, in the example, NTEP test runs at flow rates between 60 and 21 gpm are considered normal tests.
C) Table S.3.5. Categories of Device and Methods of Sealing; Category 2 (Mass Flow Meters Code)
Background: The NCWM adopted several changes to Table S.3.5. Table S.3.5. defines the categories of devices and
methods of sealing for mass flow meters. This table now requires all mass flow meters to meet the sealing

requirements of either Category 1 or Category 3 after January 1, 2005.

Sector members should note that this issue will appear again on the 1999 Specifications and Tolerances Committee
agenda to clarify the application of the Table to existing devices.

Conclusion: Changes to NCWM Publication 14 are identical to the changes explained for agenda item 1(a) above.
D) UR.3.X. Return of Product to Storage - Compressed Natural Gas Dispensers (Mass Flow Meters Code)

Background: The NCWM modified UR.3. of NIST Handbook 44 to require CNG dispenser owners to provide a
means to dispose of measured product during a field evaluation.

Conclusion: Publication 14 does not require any changes. This item was included on the agenda as an information
item to ensure that Sector members are aware of the change and that manufacturers understand that they need to
provide a means to return product to storage during a type evaluation test.

E) A.4. Type Evaluation (Carbon Dioxide Liquid-Measuring Devices Code)

Background: The NCWM modified A.4. of the tentative CO2 Code to recognize to application of the tentative code
for NTEP evaluations of CO2 metering devices.

Conclusion: Publication 14 does not require any changes. This item was included as an information item to make
Sector members aware that the carbon dioxide code can be applied to perform type evaluations as soon as a carbon
dioxide checklist and test procedures for NTEP evaluation are complete.

2. Status of Cryogenic Liquid-Measuring Devices Checklist

Source: 1997 Measuring Sector Meeting

Background: At the Fall 1997 Sector meeting, Steve Cook (California Division of Measurement Standards) reported
that the California laboratory developed a draft checklist that they use to evaluate cryogenic devices. NTEP mailed a

copy of this checklist to each member of the Sector. Several members of the Sector returned the draft to Thomas
Ahrens with comments. These comments were incorporated into the draft checklist.
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Discussion: Thomas Ahrens (NIST) advised the Sector that he received very few comments about the proposed
checklist.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed to add the checklist to Publication 14 for use in type evaluation. Presently, California
is the only laboratory performing type evaluations on these devices.

3. Recognition of Unattended Devices
Source: 1997 Measuring Sector Meeting

Background: At the Fall 1997 Sector meeting, Gasoline Pump Manufacturers Association (GPMA) representatives
agreed to review the Liquid-Measuring Devices checklist in Publication 14 to determine whether or not changes were
needed to the checklist to address devices which are attended at certain times of the day and unattended at other times
in the day. The GPMA volunteered to suggest specific changes to the checklist at this year’s Sector meeting. At its
1996 meeting, the Sector agreed that the checklist criteria should apply uniformly to credit card, debit card and cash-
activated devices installed at attended and unattended sites. The Sector acknowledged that the presiding weights and
measures authority would decide to either accept or reject these operations.

Discussion and Conclusion: Since no proposals were provided to the Technical Advisor after the 1997 Sector
meeting, the Sector agreed to make no changes to the checklist. Sector members will continue to review the Checklist
for areas that need updating and forward comments to the Technical Advisor.

4. CNG EPO and Update of the Checklist
Source: 1997 Measuring Sector Meeting

Background: At the Fall 1997 Sector meeting, the Sector agreed to further refine the definitions for the minimum
measured quantity (MMQ), the minimum flow rate, and the appropriate type of scale for routine and type evaluation
testing of devices used to measure compressed natural gas (CNG). After the 1997 meeting, each Sector member
received by mail a copy of a draft EPO which California prepared. Sector members were given an opportunity to
provide comments on the EPO. Juana Williams (NIST-OWM) incorporated the recommended changes into the EPO,
and the finalized draft was sent to Sector members along with a ballot to approve the EPO.

Discussion and Conclusion: Juana Williams updated the Sector on the results of the ballot. The Sector discussed
several areas of the EPO that the NTEP laboratories identified as needing clarification. The Sector agreed that most of
the areas required clarification. The Sector expressed its appreciation to Mike Keilty (MicroMotion, Inc.), Charlie
Nelson (CA), Dan Reiswig (CA), and Juana Williams for their work on this EPO.

Mike Keilty will incorporate the following changes into the draft EPO. The Sector agreed that while Mike is updating
the EPO he also had the right to make editorial changes, provided that the NTEP laboratories agreed with the changes.
Mike Keilty will circulate the updated version to the NTEP labs and, after the laboratories approve the changes, Mike
will forward the EPO to the A&P Committee. Mr. Keilty will ask the A&P Committee to consider including the EPO
in the next edition of Publication 12.

A) Interlock Test:

Will Wotthlie (MD) was concerned that, in some cases, the dispenser may remain “on” if the on/off handle stops
between the “on” and “off” positions. Charlie Nelson pointed out that, in most cases, the dispenser shuts off
completely if this situation occurs.

Will Wotthlie will provide Mike Keilty an outline of the test procedures for the two tests related to interlock
requirements.
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B) Low Flow Cutoff:

The Sector generally agreed that it was usually difficult to determine when the rate of flow drops below the minimum
flow rate for CNG deliveries. Consequently, the Sector agreed to remove references to the low flow cutoff test from
the field test procedure, but not from type evaluation test procedures.

C) Power Loss Test:

The Sector agreed to add the statement “Note: Optional test. * to the section of the EPO referencing power loss
testing. The Sector also recommended that the A&P Committee review the power loss test requirements in other EPOs
and include similar language where appropriate.

D) Grounding Strap:

The Sector recognized that every CNG dispenser application is slightly different. Consequently, the required
grounding technique is also slightly different. Because safety is an important part of each EPO, the Sector considered
how to effectively communicate the risks related to testing CNG dispensers. The Sector agreed to include references
that explain the requirement for a grounding strap. Mike Keilty and Randy Watts (Universal Epsco, Inc.) will develop
and editorially incorporate appropriate wording into the EPO.

E) MMQ Test:
Members of the Sector and the Natural Gas Vehicle Coalition (NGVC) were unable to decide upon appropriate
minimum test draft sizes at previous meetings.

Since the Sector could not agree upon an appropriate minimum test draft size and the MMQ test is not a routine field
test, the Sector agreed to remove the MMQ test from the EPO.

F) Selection of Reference Scale:

Additional work is needed to specify criteria for the reference scale. Mike Keilty and Ross Andersen (NY) agreed to
work on draft criteria. The Sector did not object to a proposed ratio of 4: 1 (as opposed to the general Handbook 44
guideline of 3: 1) for the readability and accuracy of the scale relative to the tolerance applied to the device.

G) Intrinsically Safe Equipment:

The Sector discussed the importance of using an “intrinsically safe” scale during the routine test of a CNG dispenser.
The Sector agreed that either (1) the dispenser owner must provide an explosion-proof or intrinsically safe scale and
associated equipment such as plugs and extension cords that meet the appropriate safety standards; or (2) the reference
scale must be located at a specific minimum distance from the filling site. Fifteen feet was suggested as a possible
minimum distance.

H) Number of Test Runs:

The Sector discussed the benefits of performing four different tests; these tests include runs at various flow rates and
various test draft sizes. The California laboratory provided justification for performing these tests. The reasons
included that the accuracy varies over the different stages of the filling process and that the tank pressure significantly
affects the accuracy. The Sector agreed that the number and types of tests should remain as currently written.

1) Computer Jump:

The Sector discussed what constitutes a significant computer jump. The Sector generally agreed that as long as the
computer jump does not result in a monetary difference, the jump is allowable. The Sector agreed to change the
“normal test” to a “l. Special Test”. The Sector agreed to add references in Publication 14 to Handbook 44
paragraphs S.2.8. and S.3.7.; add the suppression limit of 0.009 gal; change text on page 9 to read “2. Normal
Test.”; and format the EPO to clearly identify which procedures are actually tests.
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5. Last Serial Number for Inactive Certificates
Source: Steve Malone (Nebraska)

Background: When a Certificate becomes inactive, the manufacturer has the option currently to supply NTEP with the
serial number of last device manufactured. This number is listed at the back of NCWM Publication 5. In the past, if a
manufacturer did not supply the serial number, the manufacturer could manufacture its product after the Certificate of
Conformance (CC) became inactive and regulators would not be able to detect such action.

Discussion: The Sector discussed how the proposed amendment to Publication 14 would affect manufacturers. The
Sector was interested in how remanufacturers of liquid-measuring devices could use this to their advantage. The
manufacturers of devices did not reject the proposed amendment; however, they asked that NTEP accept alternative
methods to identify the last device covered by an active CC.

Conclusion: The Sector noted that manufacturers often use means other than a sequential serial number to track the
date of manufacture of a device. For example, many companies use a date code for the date of manufacture. The
Sector supported the proposed changes to the definition of INACTIVE Certificates in principle; however, they
recommend that the phrase “and/or date code” be incorporated in the recommendation. The date code information
could be included in the list of last serial numbers in Publication 5. The information could also be included in new
Certificates of Conformance (as requested by the manufacturer) in which case a reference to the Certificate will be
made in the list of last serial numbers.

3. Inactive Status

An INACTIVE Certificate of Conformance is a Certificate which was previously active, but the devices are no
longer being manufactured or re-manufactured for commercial applications. Hewever—dDevices already
manufactured, installed, or in inventory, but not yet sold, may be used, sold, repaired, and resold under an
INACTIVE Certificate of Conformance, provided that the manufacturer supplies NTEP with the serial number
and/or date code of the last device of that model manufactured for commercial applications. The serial
number and/or date code must be provided at the time that the manufacturer first designates the Certificate as
INACTIVE. If the manufacturer chooses not to provide the last serial number and/or date code for the device
model, the Certificate of Conformance will not apply to any devices of that model sold after the date that the
Certificate becomes INACTIVE.

6. Certificates of Conformance for Computer Software
Source: NCWM Software Work Group

Background: Steve Malone, Past-Chairman to the NCWM, appointed a work group during his term as NCWM
Chairman to determine whether or not NTEP should continue to issue Certificates of Conformance for software. The
Software Work Group decided that, in the future, NTEP would only evaluate software as part of a metrological system.

Discussion: The Sector discussed the decisions made by the Software Work Group (SWG). Based upon the decisions,
the Sector debated the best way to come up with a standard format for issuing Certificates of Conformance for software
tested as part of a metrological system. The Sector discussed how the field inspector would identify the version
number of the software/firmware installed within a system.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that changes are needed in Publication 14 to standardize the terminology for software-
based Certificates of Conformance (CCs). A sub-group chaired by Steve Cook and including representatives from
NIST-OWM agreed to develop criteria that the Technical Advisor would distribute to the Sector with a letter ballot.
The group would review the format for all measuring device CCs to identify other changes that would make the CCs
more consistent and useful to field officials. The Sector recognized the need to keep the group small; however, anyone
interested in participating in this work group should contact Steve Cook.
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7. NTEP Evaluation of Console Controllers
Source: 1997 Measuring Sector Meeting

Background: At its 1997 meeting, the Sector agreed to revisit this issue after the NCWM Executive Committee and
Software Working Group developed a recommendation for the NTEP evaluation of software.

Discussion: The Sector reviewed the benefits of type evaluating instead of simply field testing console controllers.
The Sector acknowledged that some gasoline stations consider the total indicated by the console as the final sale price,
regardless of the total sale indicated on the dispenser. The Sector discussed the likelihood that a console controller
could change the unit price at an individual dispenser in the middle of a transaction.

Conclusion: The device manufacturers agreed to develop a discussion paper to argue why NTEP should or should not
continue or stop evaluations of console controllers. This document would explain why stacked sales, price changes and
credit/debit do not metrologically affect the console controller. Manufacturers agreed to present the discussion paper at
the next Sector meeting.

8. Year 2000 Date Problem
Source: Dennis A. Krueger (NCR)

Background: Many devices that require a date to function may fail to operate correctly when we enter the 21°*
Century. Some devices, which use a 2-digit date code, may incorrectly recognize 00 as the year 1900, instead of the
year 2000. NTEP devices that might malfunction are those that contain functions such as an electronic audit trail.

Discussion: The Sector discussed the costs and associated benefits of performing year 2000 (Y2K) compliance testing.
One manufacturer asked the Sector to consider alternatives to device testing to verify that a device will operate
correctly into the 21 Century, for example, providing a certificate from an independent party that verifies compliance.
The Sector quickly reviewed the Canadian Y2K test procedure.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that the NTEP laboratories may perform additional tests, as appropriate, to determine
that a device will comply with all Handbook 44 requirements after December 31, 1999. The Sector also agreed that
the Measurement Canada test procedure may be applied during an NTEP evaluation.

9. Appropriate Abbreviations and Symbols to Identify Equipment
Source: Ronald Murdock (North Carolina)

Background: General Code paragraph G-S.1. of Handbook 44 requires that measuring equipment be identified with
the following information:
(a) the name, initials, or trademark of the manufacturer or distributor
(b) a model designation that positively identifies the pattern or design of the device
(c) except for equipment with no moving or electronic component parts, a nonrepetitive serial
number and
(d) the serial number prefaced by words, an abbreviation, or a symbol, that clearly identifies the
number as the required serial number.
No guidelines are provided to specify appropriate symbols, abbreviations, and designations to identify liquid-measuring
devices. Of particular concern was whether prefacing the serial number with “NO.” is sufficient to identify the serial
number as required by G-S.1.(d).

Discussion: The Sector discussed the S&T Committee’s original intent in requiring a symbol or prefix to identify the

serial number. The language had been added to eliminate confusion. The Sector recognized that Underwriters
Laboratory Inc. (and possibly other organizations) supports the use of “NO.” to identify the serial humber. Will
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Wotthlie (MD) pointed out that as long as NTEP does not require a serial number on each meter, the value of the serial
number on a dispenser is limited, particularly on dispensers which house multiple meters. The Sector discussed the
possibility of establishing specific abbreviations and terminology for designating the serial number on a device and
including them in Publication 14.

Conclusion: The Sector could not reach a consensus to include specific terminology in Publication 14. The Sector
agreed to submit a proposal to the S&T Committee asking them to review what constitutes acceptable and unacceptable
designations to identify serial numbers. Comments indicated that the S&T Committee should also review G-S.1. to
determine whether or not changes are needed to section (b) addressing the model designation to mirror the language in
section (d) for serial number. In the interim, the Sector asked the laboratories to continue to work together to establish
guidelines for consistently applying this criteria.

10. Identification of Repaired, Reconditioned and Remanufactured Equipment
Source: Gasoline Pump Manufacturer’s Association

Background: At the 1998 NCWM Annual Meeting, the Scale Manufacturers Association (SMA) and the Gasoline
Pump Manufacturers Association (GPMA) requested additional time from the NCWM Specifications and Tolerances
(S&T) Committee to develop the definitions for devices that are repaired or modified after the original manufacturer
sells the device. The S&T Committee agreed to retain the issue of repaired and remanufactured equipment on its
agenda, provided that industry developed proposed language by the 1999 NCWM Interim Meeting. The Sector
reviewed this issue as an informational item.

Discussion: Representatives of the GPMA advised the Sector that the GPMA and SMA are continuing to develop
wording for the S&T Committee. The GPMA acknowledged the January 1999 deadline to finalize the proposed
wording. The Sector did not provide any recommendations to the S&T Committee or the GPMA.

Conclusion: Since there has been no action by the NCWM on this issue, the Sector agreed to postpone discussing it
until the NCWM reaches a decision that will impact type evaluation. The Sector agreed to remove this item from its
agenda until the NCWM makes specific recommendations that the Sector needs to discuss. The Sector acknowledged
that there is an existing policy in the Administrative Procedure and Policy Section of Publication 14 which addresses
remanufactured equipment; NTEP will continue to apply the existing policy until the NCWM changes it.

11. Tolerances for Devices Delivering Less Than One Gallon
Source: Mike Belue (Belue Associates) and 1998 NCWM S&T Agenda

Background: The 1998 NCWM S&T Committee agenda included an informational item to consider adding the
following paragraph to Handbook 44 to address retail liquid-measuring devices that deliver small quantities of a
product:

T.2.1.X. Tolerances For Devices Delivering Less Than One Gallon-Maintenance tolerances and acceptance
tolerances shall be as shown in Table 2. Tolerances for Slow-Flow Meters.

The Measuring Sector reviewed this item to develop recommendations for the S& T Committee to consider when the
Committee revisited this item in 1999.

Discussion and Conclusion: The Sector agreed with the technical content of the proposal; however, it also agreed that
the wording of the proposal could promote confusion. The Sector recognized that some liquid measuring devices, most
notably retail motor-fuel dispensers, periodically deliver less than one gallon. The Sector agreed that the tolerances for
slow flow meters are not appropriate for these devices. To eliminate the potential for confusion, the Sector
recommended that the S&T Committee retitle the proposed paragraph as “Tolerances For Devices Designed For
Normal Deliveries Of Less Than One Gallon™ and put the item forward to the NCWM as a voting item.
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12. Vapor Recovery System Testing
Source: Steve Cook (California Division of Measurement Standards)

Background: While updating its EPO for liquid measuring devices to include test criteria for devices equipped with
vapor recovery equipment, the California Division of Measurement Standards found that certain systems where each
side of the dispenser is a separate system experienced problems. California recommended that the Sector consider
adding the following language to Publication 14 to identify systems where the vapor recovery system affects the
performance of the dispenser.

X.X. Turn the dispenser on (start up). Before dispensing, check the following;

X.X.1. "Computer Jump." If the volume and/or money values advance, then stop, and shut the dispenser off.
You may want to consider enforcement action based on your experience and comparison to the initial “start
up" condition of other dispensers in the same location.

X.X.2. Dispensers that can be used simultaneously on both sides by different users and dispensers with coaxial
hose systems (balance and bootless nozzles), should be checked for internal leakage of valves, piping, seals
between liquid and vapor spaces, or inner and outer hoses. After turning the dispenser on, observe the
volume and money indications on both sides of the dispenser for advancement (even if the opposite side uses a
different hose). Advancement of indications on either side of the dispenser indicates a possible leak and
diversion of measured product. Mark the device "out of order" if this condition occurs.

Discussion: Initially, there was some question about whether or not this issue should be addressed in Publication 14.
The Sector acknowledged that NTEP does not test the effectiveness of vapor recovery systems; however, NTEP would
test the performance of a system equipped with a vapor recovery system to determine if the nozzle affects the
performance of the system. The Maryland laboratory pointed out that the proposed test for computer jump conflicts
with current policy. Maryland recommended continuing the practice of only rejecting a device if a monetary advance
occurs, regardless of changes to the indication in volume. Several manufacturers commented that a time limit should
be set for watching for computer jump, possibly 4 to 6 minutes.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that the NCWM A&P Committee should consider the proposed language when they
revise retail motor-fuel dispenser EPOs. The Sector agreed to forward comments to the A&P Committee. When this
item is forwarded to the A&P Committee, a note should accompany the recommendation that reflects the Sector
decision in agenda item 4, part 9, that states that computer jump is allowable only if no change in monetary value is
experienced.

13. Minimum Resolution
Source: Richard Suiter (NIST-OWM)

Background: In the process of working with Canada to develop a mutual recognition program for liquid-measuring
devices, NTEP and Measurement Canada noted a difference in requirements for price computations. Canada currently
requires that total price computations be based upon quantities no greater than 0.001 gallon or 0.01 liter. This conflicts
with Handbook 44 requirements. The Sector addressed this item to determine if it should send a recommendation to
the S&T Committee to modify S.1.6.5.2. in an effort to harmonize Handbook 44 with Canada’s existing policy and,
thus, facilitate NTEP testing by Canada. The proposed changes are as follows:

S.1.6.5.2. Money-Value Divisions, Digital.-A computing type device with digital indications shall comply
with the requirements of paragraph G-S.5.5. Money Values, Mathematical Agreement, and the total price
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computation shall be based on quantities not exceeding 6-85 0.01 L for devices indicating in metric units and
001 0.001-gal. intervals for devices indicating in inch-pound units.

Discussion: NIST-OWM informed the Sector that Canada would soon begin testing retail motor-fuel dispensers for
NTEP. The Sector acknowledged that modifying S.1.6.5.2. to agree with Canada’s requirements would reduce the time
required for Canada to perform tests for NTEP. None of the device manufacturers represented at the meeting believed
that the proposed changes would create difficulties for their company; however, they were reluctant to provide an
official position until they checked back with their respective companies. The Sector categorized this as a non-critical
housekeeping issue. Consequently, the Sector did not see an urgency to act on this issue.

Conclusion:  Since several Sector members needed to do more research on the potential effects of the proposed
amendments, the Sector postponed forwarding a proposal to the S&T Committee. Sector members agreed to review
the issue within their organizations and provide feedback to Dick Suiter or Tom Ahrens prior to the 1999 NCWM
Interim Meeting.

14. Width of Index on Indicator
Source: Richard Suiter (NIST-OWM)

Background: In the process of working with Canada to develop a mutual recognition program for liquid-measuring
devices, NTEP and Measurement Canada noted a difference in requirements for indicators and graduations. Canada
requires that the index of an indicator is no wider than the narrowest graduation. The reciprocal requirement in
Handbook 44 states that “the index of an indicator shall not be wider than the width of the widest graduation.” In an
effort to harmonize the Handbook 44 code for liquid-measuring devices with Canada’s code for liquid measuring
devices, the Sector was asked to consider suggesting that the S&T Committee modify S.1.5.3. (a) as follows:

(a) The index of an indicator shall not be wider than the width of the widest-narrowest graduation.
Discussion: The Sector determined that this issue will not affect most devices manufactured today. One manufacturer
that still builds mechanical registers for commercial measuring devices is the Veeder-Root Company, and the Sector
did not believe that their equipment would be significantly impacted.
Conclusion: The Sector agreed to forward following proposed change to paragraph S.1.5.3.(a).

(a) The index of an indicator shall not be wider than the width of the-widest narrowest graduation.
Manufacturers are encouraged to forward comments on this issue to the S&T Committee.
15. Power Failure Requirements
Source: Richard Suiter (NIST-OWM)
Background: Publication 14 requires that audit trail information be retained for at least 30 days if power is removed
from a device. The reciprocal Canadian requirement requires that this information be retained for at least 7 days. The
Sector addressed this item to determine if, in an effort to harmonize NTEP policy with Canada’s policy for
liquid-measuring devices, the 30-day requirement should be reduced to 7-days.
Discussion: The Sector acknowledged that Publication 14 specifies that audit trail information must remain in non-
volatile memory for at least 30 days in the event of a power failure. Comments indicated that manufacturers usually
design devices to store information for much longer than 30 days. The Sector also noted that, when the Sector
developed the current power failure criteria for audit trail information, NTEP did not routinely perform power-failure

testing to verify compliance with the criteria; rather, the manufacturer provided information to NTEP to demonstrate
compliance with the criteria.
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Conclusion: The Sector agreed that, although NTEP testing does not routinely require testing to verify compliance with
this criteria, if a laboratory seeks to have a device type evaluated for recognition by both NTEP and Measurement
Canada, a 7-day test may be performed.

16. Testing Requirements for Credit Card Readers Installed in Retail Motor-Fuel Dispensers
Source: Richard Suiter (NIST-OWM)

Background: NTEP management was asked to clarify the authorization procedure for retail motor-fuel dispensers
equipped with card readers. The concern that prompted the question was that customers were found driving off from
gasoline pumps without paying; these customers thought that they paid for their gas using a credit/debit card after
inadvertently canceling their credit card transaction prior to dispensing product, thereby authorizing a cash sale.

Discussion and Conclusion: After discussing the concern, the Sector decided that NTEP testing can not prevent the
stated problem. Consequently, no changes are required to Publication 14 to address credit card readers installed in
retail motor-fuel dispensers.

17. Mass Flow Meter Test Procedures
Source: Thomas Ahrens (NIST-OWM)

Background: NTEP management periodically receives complaints that the checklist for mass flow meters is confusing.
These complaints often originate when a manufacturer does not agree with the NTEP laboratory interpretation of a
portion of the checklist during the type evaluation of their mass flow meter. The Sector was asked to establish a plan
to clarify the checklist to assure manufacturers that the NTEP laboratories apply uniform test criteria to each mass flow
meter tested.

Discussion and Conclusion: The Sector agreed that the mass flow meter checklist is confusing and does not address
every test that NTEP may perform (i.e. vehicle-tank meter tests). The Sector appointed a workgroup to review the
liquid-measuring device checklist to identify sections that need revisions. The workgroup consists of Andre Noel
(Schlumberger), chairman; Wade Mattar (Foxboro); and Thomas Ahrens (NIST). Will Wotthlie (MD) and Ron
Murdock (NC) will provide assistance to the workgroup, if necessary. By the 1999 NCWM Interim Meeting, the
workgroup agreed to develop specific goals and deadlines for accomplishing the revisions. The workgroup will
recommend changes to the Sector at its next meeting. While reviewing the checklist, the workgroup will also list
changes for Handbook 44 that they will forward to the S&T Committee after allowing the Sector to review the
recommendations.

18. Adding Volume Measurement to Existing Mass Flow Meter Certificates
Source: 1997 NCWM Specification and Tolerances Committee Agenda

Background: In 1997, the NCWM voted to allow mass flow meters to indicate in either mass or volume units of
measurement. At its 1997 meeting, the Sector agreed that NTEP Certificates of Conformance (CC) could cover mass
flow meter applications with mass and volume modes of indication; however, the mass flow meter must be tested while
indicating in each mode. On November 10, 1997, Thomas Ahrens (NIST-OWM), technical advisor, sent each Sector
member a ballot to exempt mass flow meters from a follow-up test to add volume units to an active mass flow meter
CC which only covers mass units of measurement. The Sector approved the ballot. A second ballot went out on
February 20, 1998. This ballot asked the Sector to consider three issues:

1) Which products does NTEP have to test to add volume units to a mass flow meter CC?

2) Which meter sizes does NTEP have to test to add volume units to a mass flow meter CC?
3) Is gravimetric testing appropriate to add volume units to a mass flow meter CC?
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The Sector did not approve any of the issues on the second ballot. Consequently, the Sector decided that they needed
to clarify the amount of testing that NTEP performs to cover both mass and volume units on a mass flow meter CC.

Discussion: The Sector recognized that a poor number of responses were received on the second ballot sent to the
Sector. The technical advisor reported to the Sector that based upon the number of abstentions and the comments
received with the second ballot, it appears that many Sector members do not fully understand the Coriolis mass flow
meter technology, nor the issues on the ballots. The Sector indicated that two issues should be clarified before they
could make additional decisions:

1) Written test procedures are needed to perform volume tests with mass flow meters.

2) Appropriate methods for determining the density of the product metered during the test must be determined.

Conclusion: The NTEP laboratory must test a mass flow meter (MFM) with products as outlined in the family of
products table to include volume units of measurement on a mass flow meter CC. This policy applies regardless of
whether or not the meter is covered by an existing CC for mass units. This policy would result in re-testing the meter
in the volume mode with products that were previously tested with the meter in the mass mode.

Testing to add volumetric units to a MFM CC can be done volumetrically using volumetric test procedures used for
other volumetric meters or gravimetrically using gravimetric test procedures outlined in Publication 14 and the
minimum test criteria (kinds and number of tests) outlined for mass flow meters. The method used to determine
density for gravimetric tests will be reviewed by NTEP on a case-by-case basis to allow the manufacturer flexibility in
determining density for various product types and applications. Testing will not result in an approval of the density
indication feature on the CC. (Note: Each test will consist of only an initial test, and will not include a subsequent
test. Comments were also received indicating that, due to the complexity of the issues and the confusion among Sector
members, the issues should be discussed at the next Sector meeting rather than attempting to resolve the issues by letter
ballot. To add volume units, the test of only one meter size is required to cover the whole family of meter sizes listed
on the original CC.)

The technical advisor agreed to document test procedures to test mass flow meters volumetrically using the existing
Examination Procedure Outlines as a template. The following people volunteered to review the procedures prior to
submitting them to the Sector for review: Andre Noel (Schlumberger), Mike Keilty (Micro Motion), Bob Traettino
(Liquid Controls), Ken Hoffer (Hoffer Flow Controls), Wade Mattar (Foxboro), Will Wotthlie (MD), Steve Cook
(CA), and Debbie Joines (Dresser-Wayne).

19. Correcting Existing Mass Flow Meter Certificates
Source: Thomas Ahrens (NIST-OWM)

Background: Several of the existing mass flow meter Certificates of Conformance (CC) were issued using ad hoc test
requirements. Based upon these ad hoc test requirements, several companies received more products and meter
applications on their CCs than the current mass flow meter checklist would allow. In order to create a level playing
field for the mass flow meter manufacturers, NTEP management decided to update and reissue all of the existing mass
flow meter CCs to satisfy the current NTEP requirements. NTEP will provide several options for manufacturers to
retain products and applications on their Certificate(s) of Conformance.

This issue was included on the agenda as an information item; however, the Sector was invited to comment on the issue
of how to correct inconsistencies on existing mass flow meter Certificates of Conformance.

Discussion: Four of the five manufacturers that held CCs for mass flow meters were present at the meeting. Several
Sector members requested that the NIST-OWM reconsider its decision to update existing CCs. One manufacturer
argued that NTEP should not expand CCs to cover products and applications that NTEP has not tested. The opposing
argument was that removing products and applications from existing CC(s) would impose an unfair burden on
manufacturers. The Sector discussed whether or not NTEP should consider weights and measures data collected during
routine field evaluations to include vehicle-tank meter applications or additional meter sizes on a mass flow meter CC.
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One manufacturer asked NIST-OWM to consider accepting test data collected in Canada. The Sector finished the
discussion by taking an informal vote to provide NIST-OWM with feedback on how the Sector believes the CCs should
be updated. The two approaches voted on were: (1) the approach outlined in a September 16 letter from Thomas
Ahrens to holders of mass flow meter CCs and State Directors, which permits manufacturers to supply test data to
update their CC; and (2) the approach of revising each CC based on NTEP testing already performed on the device to
reflect criteria adopted by the Sector. The results of the informal vote were as follows:

Approach 1: Allow addition test information as outlined in the September 16 letter:
For: 7 Against: 6

Approach 2: Do not allow additional data. Issue CCs based upon previous NTEP tests:
For: 8 Against: 6

Conclusion: The Sector did not reach a consensus on a single approach to update the CCs. NTEP management agreed
to consider the comments in working to correct the inconsistencies among the existing mass flow meter CCs. NTEP
management also agreed to notify CC holders of the approach to be used and whether or not there would be changes to
the original approach outlined in the September 16 letter. NTEP appreciates the Sector’s time in reviewing the issue.

20. Family of Products Table for Mass Flow Meters
Source: Andre Noel (Schlumberger)

Background: At its 1997 meeting, the Sector agreed to apply the Family of Products Table for Positive Displacement
Meters to mass flow meter evaluations until a better family of products table was developed. Andre Noel submitted a
proposal to the Sector to consider a redesigned table that he believed better identified the significant parameters of
Coriolis mass flow meters. The table organized the liquids measured by mass flow meters into five classifications:
Alcohols/Glycols/Water/Water Mixes thereof; Compressed Gases (Liquefied); Agricultural Liquids (Fertilizers and
Chemicals); Petroleum Products/Solvents/Herbicides; and Agricultural Liquids (Fertilizer Suspensions and Herbicide
Flowables).

Discussion: Andre Noel presented his table to the Sector. The Sector reviewed the table and commented that the table
needed revisions. Measurement Canada noted that they have collected mass flow meter test data for twelve years.
Canada’s tests indicate that temperature, pressure, and specific gravity are more significant factors with respect to
meter performance than product classification. Based upon this information, the Sector produced a revised table based
upon the normal temperature, pressure, and specific gravity of the product as it is delivered. The Sector developed the
following classifications for products metered with direct mass flow meters: normal liquids, compressed gases,
compressed liquids, cryogenic liquids, and heated liquids. The Sector agreed that specific mass flow meter tolerances
are needed for heated products.

Conclusion: Add the following to the Technical Policy Section of Publication 14 for Liquid-Measuring Devices.

When submitting a direct mass flow meter for evaluation, the manufacturer must specify the product or
product group for which the meter is being submitted. To cover a product group, NTEP tests must be
conducted with two liquids from each product group. Upon successful completion, a range of specific
gravities between the specific gravities of the two liquids used from the product group will be covered on the
Certificate of Conformance (CC). The specific gravity range within the product group can be expanded by
conducting an NTEP test with a liquid of higher or lower specific gravity than is covered on the existing CC.

The above does not apply to the following product groups: compressed gases, compressed liquids, and
cryogenic liquids. In the case of these product groups, only one liquid within each group is required to
undergo an NTEP evaluation and, upon completion, the entire product group will be covered on the existing
CC.
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Multi-product applications (that is, applications in which the meter will be used without a change to zero or
calibration to dispense different products which vary in specific gravity by more than 0.1 must include a
multi-product test. The multi-product test will be performed on the meter without a change to zero or
calibration using multiple products having a difference in specific gravity of at least 0.2. For devices which
will be used to dispense multiple products having a specific gravity range greater than 0.2, the multi-product
testing must be performed over the anticipated range before multi-product applications will be included on the
CC. For the multi-product testing, throughput testing will be performed on one or a combination of the
products; testing for the subsequent test will be conducted on both products. —Multi-product testing
requirements do not apply to meters used to dispense a product such as propane in which the density varies in
normal operation.

The Sector agreed that specific tolerances are needed in the Mass Flow Meters Code for heated product applications.
The Sector commented that it may also be appropriate for the S&T Committee to consider revising the tolerances for
other meter technologies used to measure heated products. Consequently, the Sector agreed to delay further NTEP
testing of mass flow meters delivering heated products until the S&T Committee revises Handbook 44. Editors Note:
This decision does not preclude weights and measures jurisdictions from regulating mass flow meters dispensing heated
products. Jurisdictions may wish to perform their own type evaluation testing using existing requirements in the liquid-
measuring device and mass flow meter codes until such time that NTEP resumes testing of mass flow meters with these
products.

The Sector approved the following family of products table for direct (as opposed to inferred) mass flow meters.

Direct Mass Flow Product Group Table

Product Groups Typical Products Specific Gravity Minimum Test Requirements to
Cover Entire Group*
Normal Liquids Water, Alcohols, Glycols, 0.7t0 2.5 Test with one liquid having a
Water Mixes thereof, specific gravity of 0.7
Agricultural Liquids, Test with one liquid having a
Fertilizers, Chemicals, specific gravity of 2.5

Petroleum Solvents,
Herbicides, and Suspensions

Compressed Liquids Propane, Butane, Freon 11, 0.51t0 0.68 Test with one product having a
Freon 12, Freon 22, NHs, specific gravity at any point
etc. within the range 0.5 to 0.68

Compressed Gases CNG 0.6100.8 Test with one product having a

specific gravity at any point
within the range 0.6 to 0.8

Cryogenic Liquids Liquefied Oxygen, Nitrogen, Test with one liquid having a
(BP 152 °C) and etc. 0.7t0 1.4 specific gravity at any point
Liguid Natural Gas within the range 0.7 to 1.4.
Heated Products Bunker C, Asphalt, etc. 0.8t01.2 Test with one liquid having a
(above 50 °C)** specific gravity of 0.8

Test with one liquid having a
specific gravity of 1.2

* If only a single product is selected for test, the resulting CC will cover only that product.

The manufacturer may select liquids having a narrower range than that specified in the subgroup; in this case, the CC
will be limited to subgroup products falling within the narrower specific gravity range.

The manufacturer may select liquids having a wider range than that specified in the subgroup; in this case, the CC will
cover subgroup products over the wider specific gravity range.

** NTEP does not presently evaluate heated products.

Note: This table is not intended to be limiting nor all inclusive; manufacturers may select products not reflected in the
table. Such products will be addressed on a case-by-case basis and will result in expansion of subgroup ranges as
appropriate.
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21. Maximum Flow Rate Covered on Certificates

Source: Andre Noel (Schlumberger)

Background: The Sector was asked to consider modifying Paragraph D of the Publication 14 Liquid Measuring
Device Technical Policy as follows:

D. Flow Rates Listed on Certificates of Conformance

test-of that size-of the meter selected for testing is already covered on a Certificate of Conformance the meter
would have to either meet 80 percent of the maximum flow rate marked on the meter or 80 percent of the
maximum flow rate for the installation.

Discussion: The Sector questioned the intent of this change. Mr. Noel explained that his understanding of Section D
is that meters covered on a Certificate of Conformance (CC), whether or not that meter size was tested, only have to
meet the 80 percent of the maximum flow rate marked on the meter or 80 percent of the maximum flow rate for the
installation for an NTEP test.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed to delete sections D and E of the Technical Policy Section of the Liquid-Measuring
Devices Checklist in the 1998 version of Publication 14 and replace them with the following:

D. Meter Sizes and Flow Rates to be Included on a Certificate of Conformance

If there are more than three meter sizes in a family, to cover a family of meters on a Certificate of
Conformance, the largest and smallest meters in the family shall be submitted for type evaluation. It is
suggested that these meters represent the meter with the lowest minimum rated flow and the meter with the
highest rated flow. Depending upon the range of flow rates between the largest and smallest meters,
additional meters may be required to be submitted for testing.

Based upon the test of a meter (or meters) of only one size, meters one size larger and one size smaller than
the meter that is tested and meeting the following criteria may be covered by the Certificate:

1. Meter sizes with rated maximum flow rates of 50 percent to 200 percent of the rated maximum flow rate
of the meter tested;

2. Meter sizes with rated minimum flow rates of 50 percent to 200 percent of the rated minimum flow rate of
the meter tested.

The maximum flow rate achieved in an installation is considered to be 80 percent of the maximum flow rate to
be listed on the Certificate of Conformance.

E. Installations Selected for Type Evaluation:

Site requirements for tests to add new products and/or sizes to an existing CC:

1. For tests of a meter size not previously covered on the CC (through testing or through the guidelines
outlined for meter sizes above), the installation selected for test must achieve at least 80 percent of the meter’s
rated maximum flow rate.

2. If the size of meter selected for test was previously tested under the CC with another product, then there

are no minimum requirements with respect to the flow rates to be achieved in the installation selected for
testing.
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3. If the size of meter selected for test was covered based on the guidelines outlined for meter sizes not
previously tested under the CC with another product, then the installation selected for test must achieve at least
40 percent of the meter’s rated maximum flow rate; otherwise, the site is inappropriate for type evaluation.

22. Compatibility of Electronic Devices
Source: Andre Noel (Schlumberger)

Background: Andre Noel submitted a proposal to the Sector that recommended that NTEP discontinue testing the
compatibility of NTEP devices that are interfaced together in a measuring system. The proposal argued that if devices
do not communicate properly with each other, the local jurisdiction would find the problem immediately when they test
the system.

Discussion: Tina Butcher (NIST-OWM) provided the example of a retail motor-fuel dispenser that is interfaced with a
console. After the dispenser is tested in a system that includes a console, the owner may interface the dispenser with
any approved and compatible console. The Field Evaluation and Permanance Tests for Metering Systems at the end of
the LMD Checklist in Publication 14 require that devices such as consoles be tested as part of a measuring system.
Andre began to describe his situation with the help of several of the NTEP laboratories. Since his particular situation
is proprietary in nature, Andre was unable to share specific information. Other manufacturers objected to making
changes to the policy that they were required to follow, noting that a significant investment of time and money was
required to complete testing. They contended that their systems were very similar to the system Andre described.

Conclusion: The Sector was unable to fully discuss this item because the submitter was reluctant to discuss proprietary
information that initiated the agenda item. Consequently, the Sector did not reach a consensus on the proposal. The
Sector agreed that the current permanence test criteria included in Publication 14 are appropriate. The Sector also
noted that many manufacturers have been required to complete the 30-day permanence tests as outlined in the example
presented, and such tests are typically not that expensive.

23. Special Test Requirements for Vehicle Mounted Mass Flow Meter Installations

Source: Andre Noel (Schlumberger)

Background: Since Publication 14 does not currently include specific test criteria for vehicle mounted mass flow
meters, it was suggested that NTEP needs to develop specific test criteria so that manufacturers could have vehicle
mounted applications included on their Certificates of Conformance (CC).

Discussion and Conclusion: The Sector was unable to discuss this issue due to a lack of time. During discussion of

Agenda Item 17, it was noted that the workgroup established to review the mass flow meter checklist in Publication 14
should consider this item in its review.
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Meeting Summary

Carry-Over Items

1) Criteriafor Modular Scales
Source: NTEP Labs

Background: At its last meeting, the Weighing Sector agreed to ask the Scale Manufacturers Association's (SMA)
Technical Committee to review this item and submit a proposal for changes to Publication 14 relative to modular scales.
The Sector specifically asked if SMA could review the current policy for parameters to be covered on a modular scale
Certificate of Conformance (CC) based on the model tested. The Sector is asked to consider the resulting proposal
developed by the SMA Technical Committee as outlined in Appendix A. The Sector was also asked to review the issue
of whether or not a permanence test should be required to expand existing modular scale CCs to include additional
capacities and sizes.

Discussion: Darrell Flocken (Mettler-Toledo) reviewed the background for the issue and introduced the proposal found
in Appendix A. Darrell stated that, although the document has been reviewed by some of the members, the document
should not be considered an SMA position because it had not been reviewed by the entire SMA membership. The
proposal was presented for consideration on its own merit. The Sector reviewed the basic types of modular scale designs,
which were approved at the last meeting. There was general agreement that the intent of the modular criteriawasto alow
longer scales to be produced by a manufacturer without requiring re-evaluation provided that the appropriate load cell
parameters were met. There also was discussion of possibly eliminating the lower length limit of 50% of the shortest
module tested. The majority of the Sector favored keeping the lower limit in place.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed to modify the NTEP Technical Policy for Scales Section B, Part 6, Pub 14 page 1-
11 modular vehicle scale criteria as follows:

6 (a): No change.
6 (b): No change

6 (c): Modify the section asfollows:

c.A scaIeW|th at Ieast two modules must betested. The moduIeW|th thelargest CLC isto betested. Strivete

A A As: If the longest span between sections is not
tested the Certmcate of Conformance WI|| |nclude up to 120 percent of the span between sections that was
tested. Arrangements regarding the specific scale in the family to be tested will be established in consultation
with NTEP representatives.

6 second Part (b): Modify the section asfollows:
b.  Platform area not less than 50 percent of the smallest two-section (four-cell) module incorporated in the
device evaluated to 150 per cent of the scate longest module evaluated.

Increased platform areas and lengths for scales with two or more modules are not restricted as long as the
width complies with 6(e) and the load cells meet the vmin_formula; (i.e., vmin_=d // n). Additional modules to
increase length must be of the same type as those used in the device submitted for evaluation (i.e., 4 - cell, 2-

cell, 0-cell.)

6 second Part (c): Modify the section asfollows:
c. CLC'scomplying with the minimum CL C rating (i.e., not less than 80 percent of the capacity of one cell)
to-5-tons-abeve device-evaluated, but not exceeding twice the capacity of one load cell.

6 second (d) through (h): No change
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The Sector also agreed to modify the non-modular vehicle scale criteria asfollows:

Part 5(f): Eliminate the 5-ton allowance above the CL C tested as follows:
f. conoentrated Ioad capacmes (CLC) of 50 percent of the CLC of the devlcetested to a the the maX|mum efé

CLC evaluated the minimum CLC ratlng shall not be Iessthan 80 percent of the capacity of one ce|| but not
exceeding twice the capacity of oneload cell (the dead load of the weighbridge must be consider ed);

The Sector discussed eliminating the lower (50%) restriction on length for non-modular vehicle scales;
however, it could not reach a consensus on this proposed change. The Sector also considered making
modifications to other non-modular vehicle scale criteria; however, it agreed that it would be better to bring
thisback as a separateissue for discussion at a future meeting.

The Sector agreed that manufacturers can reguest to have their CCs expanded under the new criteria. The
elimination of the 5 ton allowance for CLC (under part 5[f] and part 6 second [c]) will not be applied
retroactively, but will be applied to new CCs and to requests to modify the CLC beyond that originally listed
on the CC.

The Sector discussed a proposal to waive per manence testing on evaluations performed to expand CCs beyond
the lengths listed on the original CC. However, in view of changes made by the Sector to expand the criteria,
the Sector did not feel that this proposal was still appropriate. Consequently, any testing performed to expand
the CC beyond itsoriginal platform size or capacity will require a full permanence test.

2) Double-Wideand Narrow Decks
Source: NTEP Labs

Background: At its last meeting, the Weighing Sector reguested that the Scale Manufacturers Association's (SMA)
Technical Committee could review the subject of whether or not two vehicle scales, with a Certificate of Conformance,
placed side-by-side to create a system for weighing vehicles wider than 10 feet required additional NTEP testing to be
covered by the Certificate, if so the committee was asked to submit a test requirements proposal for Sector consideration.
If so, the Sector was asked to consider that proposal as outlined in the attached document. (See Appendix B)

Discussion: The Sector reviewed the proposal developed by Steve Langford (Cardinal Detecto) for testing side-by-side
vehicle scales installed to provide a “double-wide” scale. It was pointed out that the Sector had discussed this issue
severa years ago and at that time the Sector’s position was that NTEP should not address vehicle scales with capacities
greater than 200 000 Ib. The Sector felt that those devices were most typicaly used in non-commercial applications
weighing off-road vehicles, and NTEP did not have sufficient resources to justify NTEP evaluations of the relatively few
in commercial applications. It was more cost effective for the states where those few were installed to conduct their own
evaluation. The situation has now changed and some devices are being used in commercia applications where large
vehicles are being weighed to determine charges as well as being used for non-commercial weighing. The design and
number of these devices installed make it inappropriate to classify them as “one of akind.” Darrel Flocken (Mettler-
Toledo) volunteered to have a system, which they have installed in Ohio, to be used to develop appropriate test criteria
Mettler-Toledo will work with Jim Truex (Ohio) and NTEP using the proposed guideline as a starting point and will
report to NTEP and the Sector with any problems that need to be addressed in the future.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that the labs should use the procedures in Appendix B on an ad hoc basis. The

labs can continue to make recommendations for developing additional procedures. The Sector will readdress this
issue next year, if necessary, based upon feedback from the Ohio laboratory and Sector members.
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3) Combination Vehicle/Railway Track Scales
Source: NTEP Labs

Background: Vehicle scales and railway track scales have different marking requirements in NIST Handbook 44. They
also have different NTEP test requirements stipulated in NCWM Publication 14. At it's last meeting the Weighing Sector
requested that the Scale Manufacturers Association's (SMA) Technical Committee review the marking requirements for
combination vehicle/railway track scale and submit a proposal for Sector consideration. The Sector is asked to consider
that proposal as outlined in Appendix C.

Discussion: The Sector reviewed the proposal from Steve Langford (Cardinal Detecto). There was general agreement
that the problem is not with the actual value of the Concentrated Load Capacity (CLC) declared by the manufacturer for
these combination scales. If the scale is designed for weighing rail cars in common use today, it will certainly have
sufficient strength to support a reasonably high CLC. The Sector agreed that the rea problem is the marking
requirements of NIST Handbook 44 when a device is used for weighing both rail cars and highway vehicles. Handbook
44 requires a railway track scales to be marked with a sectional capacity. The sectional capacity is designated by the
manufacturer and must be of a greater capacity than the weight of one end of the railcars passing over the scale. Thereis
no requirement for testing, during type evaluation, to any fixed percentage of sectional capacity. Handbook 44 requires a
vehicle scale to be marked with a CLC, which is also designated by the manufacturer. The CLC must be sufficient to
handle the heaviest axle weights for the vehicles passing over the scale. The type evaluation checklist for vehicle scales
requires testing to at |east 90 percent of the designated CL C with known test standards. Vehicle scales must also be tested
to at least 90 percent of nominal capacity using a combination of known test standards and strain load procedures. Some
manufactures have indicated on combination vehicle/railway track scales that the value of the CLC and the sectional
capacity are the same. For example; a combination vehicle/railway track scale may have a nominal capacity greater than
500 000 Ib. The section capacity/CL C designated by the manufacturer may be 300 000 |b or greater. Most combination
vehicle/railway track scales are tested by U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Grain Inspection Packers and
Stockyard Administration (GIPSA). With the present GIPSA test equipment, it is nearly impossible to test to 90 percent
of a 300 000 Ib CLC with known test standards. A CLC of 300 000 Ib for vehicle normal highway vehicles is not
meaningful, since highway dual axle load limits for these vehicles are only about one eighth of that amount.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that an applicant for a CC for a combination vehicle/railroad track scale must
state on the application and mark on the device (1) the nominal capacity and CLC for use of the device as a
vehicle scale and (2) the nominal capacity and section capacity for use of the device as a railroad scale.
Language will be added to Publication 14 stating that the GIPSA test car may be used to satisfy both testing
requirements. The Sector also agreed to ask the SMA Technical Committee to review the minimum amount of
known test weight required in publication 14 checklist for railway track scales and to submit recommendations for
change, if necessary, to the Sector Technical Advisor, Dick Suiter (NIST-OWM) for inclusion in the agenda for the
1999 Weighing Sector meeting.

A proposal will be submitted to the S&T Committee to make the following changes to Tables S.6.3.a and
S.6.3.b.

Add a footnote to clarify the marking requirements for these combination scales as outlined below.
20. Combination vehicle/railway track scales require marking of both nominal capacity and CLC
for vehicle weighing and nominal capacity and section capacity for railway weighing. All other
requirementsrelating to these markings will apply.

Add areferenceto Note 20 to the following parametersin thefirst column of Table S.6.3.a.:

Nominal Capacity, Concentrated L oad Capacity, Section Capacity.
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4) Expression of vminas a Percentage of Load Cell Capacity

Source: Carry-over from 1997 Weighing Sector meeting

Background: At its last meeting, the Weighing Sector discussed the marking of vmin as a percentage of load cell
capacity instead of marking vmin in terms of mass. The Sector decided to carry this item over to enable further study
and possible additional action to harmonize with changes being considered to R60. John Elengo (Consultant) has
provided additional information relating to the factor Y™ as presented in 3rd Committee Draft (CD) OIML R60. This
information is included in appendix D. The “Y” factor is a representation of Ena / Vmin and may be beneficia in
selecting load cells for a particular application.

Discussion: After receiving the information from John, the Technical Advisor received comments indicating that OIML
may be reconsidering the use of this terminology. The Technical Advisor gathered additional information on the issue
and updated members at the Sector’s fall 1998 meeting.

At the September 1997 Sector meeting, it was stated that OIML allowed the marking of vy, as a percentage of load cell
capacity. At that meeting the Sector agreed it was appropriate to harmonize with OIML whenever possible. At the 1998
meeting, the Sector discussed the letter received from John Elengo. It was pointed out that if the vy, were marked on a
load cell in terms of percentage most field officials would have difficulty determining if the load cell was suitable for the
application. Debbie Ripley (NIST-TSA) pointed out that the use of the “Y” factor was optional in OIML R60. It was
also pointed out that the definition for “vi,” in R60 stipulates that vmin must be expressed in units of mass.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that the manufacturer must mark the v, of aload cell in terms of mass; however,
the manufacturer is not precluded from including supplemental markings. The Sector agreed that manufacturers
holding existing CCs which express v, in terms of a percentage are to be contacted and advised of the decision,
and that their CCswill be corrected to show v, in terms of mass. The Sector agreed that this change should not
be applied retroactively to devices already in the field, but should only apply to devices manufactured after a
specific date. The date will be determined by NTEP on a case by case basis when the applicable CC is re-issued.
The Sector also agreed that a proposal should be submitted to the S& T Committee to revise the definition for vpin
to specify that it be expressed in units of mass. The proposed language would read as follows:

vmin (Minimum load cell verification interval). The smallest load cell verification interval
(expressed in units of mass) into which the load cell measuring range can be divided. [2.20, 2.21]
(Added 1996)

5) Marking Requirementsfor Components of an Electronic Cash Register (ECR) System
Source: Carry-over from 1997 Weighing Sector meeting

Background: At its last meeting, the Weighing Sector assigned the development of examples of markings required on
the various components of an ECR system to the NTEP laboratories for clarification prior to inclusion in Publication 14.
Included in Appendix E are the examples developed by the laboratories.

Discussion: The Sector was asked to approve the addition of the examples to the next edition of Publication 14. One
member questioned if any changes were being made to the required markings. The Technical Advisor explained that the
proposal was merely to add examples of how to apply marking requirements to Pub 14. No changes to the requirements
were proposed.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that the examplesin Appendix E are appropriate with the following change: add
Nmax 10 both the weighing element and indicating element. The NTEP laboratories will continue to review the
examples and suggest any further additions. The Sector discussed the possibility of submitting a proposal to
eliminate the requirement to mark CLC on indicators not permanently attached to a weighing element; however,
the Sector agreed that this proposal would need further study beforeit could make such a recommendation. The
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Sector agreed that the issue should be presented to the SMA Technical Committee for consideration; the Sector
will revisit any recommendationsthat the SMA Technical Committee might make at the next Sector meeting.

6) Weight Classifier
Source: Carry-over from 1997 Weighing Sector meeting

Background: At its last meeting, the Weighing Sector decided to submit a proposal to the NCWM S& T Committee for
adding a requirement to NIST Handbook 44 for scales which can function as either a weight classifier or as a normal
round off scale. The addition would require a clear indication (enunciator) adjacent to the weight display on both the
customer’s and the operator’s sides to indicate when the scale is in the weight classifier mode. The S& T Committee
received input indicating that the proposal as submitted did not sufficiently address the issue. The S& T Committee
returned the proposal to the Sector for further development.

Discussion: Sector Chairman Nigel Mills (Hobart Corporation) presented an aternative proposal to the Sector and asked
the Sector to consider submitting the alternative proposal to the NCWM S& T Committee for consideration at the January
1999 NCWM Interim Meeting. The Sector discussed whether or not the ability to select the mode of “weight
classifier/normal round off” should be a sealable parameter. The Sector agreed that this was a sealable feature since it
affected the metrological operation of the scale. A question was also asked as to what was the appropriate marking for
either of the two modes. It was suggested that the labs review the marking issue and make a recommendation to the
Sector.

Conclusion: The Sector determined that the NTEP Labs should determine appropriate identification of the
operating mode, such as"WC" for weight classifier and " NR" for normal round off. The Sector agreed that the
proposed requirement should be non-retroactive. The Sector agreed that the Table of Sealable Parametersin the
Scales Checklist of Publication 14 should be modified to reflect that the enabling/disabling of a weight classifier
mode of operation is a sealable parameter. The Sector also agreed that the proposed language should read:

S.1.8.3.1. Scales which will function as either a normal round-off scale or a weight classifier
shall be provided with a sealable electronic means for determining the mode of operation.
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2000]

7) Diagramsfor Marking Components of POS Systems

Note: Thisitemwasincluded in error in the original agenda. It isa duplication of agenda item number 5.
8) Clarification of Scalesto be Selected for Test When the Range of Capacitiesis" Narrow"
Source: Carry-over from 1997 Weighing Sector meeting

Background: At its last meeting, the Weighing Sector decided that the general policy of applying 4:1 from extremes of
the family capacity and 10:1 overall ratios was acceptable for what must be submitted for the evaluation of a family of
scales with a capacity of less than 30 000 Ib. The Technical Advisor was asked to make recommendations for any
additional changes to the Publications 14 criteria to harmonize with WELMEC. Darrell Flocken (Mettler-Toledo)
provided excerpts from an NMi policy that WELMEC and the Notified Bodies have adopted as a guideline to the
Technical Advisor.

The NMi document lists considerations to be taken into account when choosing a configuration out of a series such as,
highest accuracy class, maximum number of divisions, and lowest verification scale interval. There does not appear to be
any conflict with the recommended ratios; consequently, no changes were recommended to Publication 14. (Copies of
the pertinent sections of the NMi document are available upon request from the Technical Advisor.)

Discussion: There was little discussion of thisissue. Sector Chairman Nigel Mills (Hobart Corporation) suggested that

the NTEP labs continue to monitor requests to cover families of devices and to identify any problems with this policy. If
problems are discovered, the item can be brought back to the Sector for further discussion.
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Conclusion: The Sector re-affirmed their decision made last year and suggested that the labs continue to monitor
theissue. If aproblem isfound with the ranges, the problem will be addressed next year.

9) Marking of Weighing Elementsand Indicators That Are" Not Permanently Attached"
Source: NTEP Labs

Background: At its last meeting, the Weighing Sector decided that a proposal should be submitted to the S& T
Committee to change the headings of the 3rd and 4th columns of Table S.6.3.a to read "Indicators with CC" and
"Weighing and Load-Receiving Element with CC", respectively. At the 1998 NCWM Interim Meeting, the S&T
Committee rejected the proposed language and suggested that the Weighing Sector make an aternative proposa. The
S&T Committee was concerned that the proposed changes would result in the elimination of marking requirements for
non-permanently attached indicatorsin non-NTEP states. Thisitem was not included on the agenda of the last meeting of
the NTEP Laboratories; therefore, the issue had not been reviewed by the NTEP labs since the January 1998 S&T
Committee decision.

No aternative recommendation was developed; however, there was till a perceived need to develop guidelines to help
ensure consistent interpretation of the marking requirements for non-permanently attached components among the NTEP
laboratories.

Conclusion: The Sector noted that the number of non-NTEP statesis getting smaller, so the concerns of the S& T
Committee relative to non-NTEP States may no longer be as much of a problem. However, the Sector recognized
the need to clarify the application of the terms in Publication 14 to ensure consistent interpretation by the
laboratories and manufacturers. Since neither the SMA Technical Committee nor the NTEP labs addressed this
issue at their respective meetings earlier this year, the Sector asked that each group review the issue prior to the
1999 Sector meeting and bring back recommendationsto the Sector.

10) Grain Test Scaleswith NTEP CCs
Source: Grain Inspection Packers and Stockyards Administration (GIPSA)

Background: At the Weighing Sector’s last meeting, Bill Bates (GIPSA) explained the concern within GIPSA that the
number of grain test scales being manufactured conforming to both GIPSA and NIST Handbook 44 requirements for
grain test scales is dwindling. Most of the grain test scales being manufactured only comply with NIST Handbook 44.
The Sector formed a work group to review the differences between GIPSA requirements and those in Handbook 44
relative to grain test scales. Paul Hadyka (GIPSA) was to be asked to serve as chairman of the work group on grain test
scales.

Discussion/Conclusion: The Sector was asked to review the recommendations of that work group as outlined in
Appendix F. The Technical Advisor, Dick Suiter (NIST-OWM) reviewed the issue but was unable to provide
much feedback beyond what GIPSA provided. The Sector reviewed the information forwarded by the Work
Group on Grain Test Scales which was established at the last Sector meeting; however, no one from the Work
Group was present to provide clarification on some of the items. The Sector asked that the Technical Advisor
visit with Work Group Chairman, Paul Hadyka, GIPSA, to clarify whether or not any action is required by the
Sector to propose changes to Handbook 44 or Publication 14.

New Items
Weighing | ssues
11) Initial Zero Setting M echanism Test Procedure

Source: Maryland NTEP Laboratory/NIST-OWM
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Background: At the June 1998 meeting of the NTEP Laboratories, the participants were asked to review a procedure for
testing the initial zero setting mechanism (IZSM) of ascalein the field. At thistime, thereis no procedure in Publication
14 for testing this feature during an evaluation.

During a September 1998 Asia Pacific Legal Metrology Forum (APLMF) R76 training class, a procedure was presented
for testing 1ZSM. That procedure was revised and adapted for possible inclusion in Publication 14 as outlined in
Appendix G. Unless the Sector objected, the procedure was proposed to be included in the next edition of Publication 14.

Discussion: The Sector discussed the proposed procedure and pointed out that the last sentence needed to be changed
from “determine if the device complies’ to “indicates that additional testing should be performed”. One of the labs
indicated that some field officials have a difficult time determining if a device has an 1ZSM, particularly when the
“on/off” switch is used to activate the zero setting mechanism. The proposed procedure can be used for both lab and field
evaluations.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that the laboratories should begin using the procedure included in Appendix G.
The procedure will be incorporated in Publication 14. The last sentence of the draft procedure will be changed
from "determine if the device complies’ to "indicates that additional testing should be performed.” The
laboratories wer e asked to provide feedback to the Sector on any problemsthey encounter with the procedures.

12) Combined " Tare Enter" /" TareClear" Key

Source: New York NTEP Laboratory

Background: Recently the New York NTEP Laboratory was asked to evaluate a device, which utilized a common key
for tare entry and tare clear operations. A proposal for an acceptable marking for the key was discussed and approved at
the June 1998 meeting of the NTEP Laboratories.

This marking was proposed to be added to the list of acceptable markings in Publication 14 as outlined in Appendix H.
Discussion: The Sector Technical Advisor informed the Sector that subsequent to the mailing of the agenda it was
discovered that the WELMEC list of international symbols included a symbol for “Tare Enter/Tare Clear.” Both

examples were included in the attachments sent out prior to the meeting. The Sector generally agreed that it is preferable
to harmonize Publication 14 with the international symbols wherever possible.

S \
= <D

New York Example International Symbol 2.4.6

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that the international symbol number 2.4.6. as shown in the WELMEC document
is acceptable and should be included in the List of Acceptable Abbreviations’/Symbols Table on Page 1-117 of
Publication 14. The Sector believes that, because of the widespread acceptance of the symbols listed in the
WELMEC document, NTEP should try to the extent possible to harmonize with these symbols. Consequently, the
Sector agreed that the symbol encountered by the New York laboratory is not acceptable and should be listed in
the unacceptable column of the table of acceptable abbreviations. In addition, the Sector agreed that a letter
should be written to the manufacturer who submitted the device to the New York laboratory advising them of this
decision and indicating that the symbol will not be accepted on any future models submitted.

13) POS Receipt Format

Sour ce: NTEP Laboratories

Background: At the June 1998 meeting of the NTEP Laboratories, participants were asked to review the format of
receipts collected from a number of supermarket checkouts. (Some samples of these receipts are included in Appendix I.

That review resulted in the opinion that there needed to be some guideline in Publication 14 for the format for electronic
cash register (ECR) receipts to insure consistency of interpretation among the laboratories.
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Recommendation: The Sector was asked to provide input for the development of such guidelines. The Sector was aso
asked to consider forming a subgroup to further develop the guidelines.

Discussion: The Sector Technical Advisor, Dick Suiter (NIST-OWM) provided background on the issue and pointed out
some of the problems identified at the June 1998 meeting of the NTEP Laboratories. For example, on some receipts the #
sign is used to designate pounds. On some, the “@" symbol for pricing multiple items looks like the number 2 or 6. Unit
price expressions vary considerably. It was pointed out that there was not adequate representation from the ECR
Manufacturers at the Sector meeting to discuss this item appropriately. It was noted that the ECR checklist is old and
may need to be updated, and new examples of acceptable and unacceptable receipts should be included in the checklist. It
was also noted that consumer and user groups should be involved in the development of receipt formats since some
receipt formats can be modified in the field.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that input is needed from consumer and user groups on the format and content of
receipts issued by POS systems. Dennis Krueger, NCR, agreed to contact the Food Marketing Institute (FMI) to
ask if they might provide a forum for obtaining input from these groupsin the development of criteria.

The Sector agreed that the ECR checklist needs to be updated to reflect changes in technology and the
marketplace, but recognized that such a project would require significant resources. Rather than doing a review
of the complete checklist, the Sector agreed that individual sections of the checklist, such asthe receipt content and
format, should bereviewed and revised with the goal of eventually reviewing the entire checklist.

14) Relocation of Analog to Digital (A/D) Conversion in a Weighing System
Source: Maryland NTEP Laboratory

Background: During a recent NTEP evaluation of an indicator with A/D conversion located within the indicator, as is
normally the case, the laboratory was asked if the Certificate of Conformance could list the option of coupling to digital
load cells by utilizing the A/D conversion capability of the cells and bypassing the A/D conversion section of the
indicator. The laboratory felt that, to be consistent with previous evaluations, two separate evaluations needed to be
conducted: one with analog input and one with digital input. The manufacture felt that only analog testing was necessary.

The Sector was asked to provide input for future submissions of a similar nature and to determine whether or not criteria
need to be added to Publication 14 to address thisissue. Another scenario that should be considered is the location of the
A/D conversion at athird point such as in ajunction box.

Discussion: Several members of the Sector pointed out that it is not necessarily possible to connect an indicator with just
any digital load cell and have a working system. Different communication protocols are utilized by different load cell
manufacturers. It was generally agreed that any A/D converter must be subjected to influence factor testing regardless of
the location within the system. If an indicator is tested with internal A/D conversion then the ability to communicate with
adigital load cell would need to be verified with additional testing; however, re-evaluation of compliance with influence
factor requirements would not be required. Testing in this manner would only demonstrate the ability to communicate
with a specific digital load cell and, consequently, the NTEP CC must list the specific cell/s for which compatibility has
been demonstrated. It would not necessarily mean the indicator would work with all digital load cells from various
manufacturers.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that if a manufacturer applies for a Certificate of Conformance for an indicator
with the option of compatibility for both analog and digital load cells, the evaluation of the indicator will not
require two complete tests. A complete test including influence factor testing of the indicator with the A/D
converter would be required. The laboratory will then need to verify that the indicator will work correctly with
both analog and digital load cells, but influence factor testing a second time is not required. The indicator
manufacturer isrequired to provide evidence of compatibility for all load cellsto be listed on the NTEP CC. The
Sector also re-affirmed the position that influence factor testing is required for A/D converters regardless of
location in the system.
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15) Identification of " Ib-0z" on Scale Displays
Source: New York NTEP Laboratory

Background: On an indicator recently submitted for NTEP evaluation, the NTEP |aboratory felt that the display of "Ib-
0z" units was confusing. At the June 1998 meeting of the NTEP laboratories, the display in question was discussed and
an example for addition to Publication 14 was developed as outlined in Appendix J

The labs proposed that, unless the Sector objected, the example would be added to the next edition of Publication 14.

Discussion: The Sector reviewed the example encountered by the New Y ork Laboratory, along with acceptable examples
which the NTEP Laboratories had developed. The Sector discussed which options were acceptable, which options were
not acceptable, and which options were preferred.

Conclusion: The Sector was unable to reach a consensus on whether or not the first example outlined in Appendix
J is unacceptable; however, the Sector agreed that the two options marked in the latter example are acceptable.
The Sector also agreed that the examples should be included in Publication 14. The acceptable example should
also note that other configurations may be acceptable. The labswill continue to work with manufactures on a case
by casebasis.

16) Representation of Negative Values on Scale Displays
Source: Ohio NTEP Laboratory

Background: On an indicator recently submitted for NTEP evaluation, the NTEP laboratory felt that the display of
negative values was confusing. At the June 1998 meeting of the NTEP laboratories, the display in question was discussed
and an example for addition to Publication 14 was developed as outlined in Appendix K.

The labs proposed that unless the Sector objected, the example be added to the next edition of Publication 14.

Discussion: The Sector reviewed the example encountered by the Ohio Laboratory. The Sector discussed acceptable
options for the display of negative values. Though it was generally agreed that having the negative sign adjacent to the
most significant digit was preferred, there might be other options if the resulting indication could be clearly understood.
The Sector agreed that the NTEP Laboratories should have the latitude to use judgement to evaluate the clarity and
understandability of various displays.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that the example shown in Appendix K can be included in Publication 14 as an
example of an unacceptable portrayal of a minus indication. The Sector also agreed that the best solution for
identifying a minus indication is one wher e the minus sign appear s adjacent to the most significant digit; however,
the Sector noted that other alternatives may be acceptable. The Sector discussed the use of a different color as a
possibly acceptable option. The Sector agreed that each device display should be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis.

17) Parametersfor Scales Greater Than 200,000 Ib Capacity

Source: NIST-OWM

Background: Guideline number 5 in Section C on the list of parameters in the Publication 14 NTEP Technical Policy for
Scales, page 1-11 states that a Certificate of Conformance can cover (a) nominal capacities from 50 percent to 135
percent of evaluated capacity and (b) widths from 70 percent to 120 percent of the width of the platform tested. However,

there is also a statement that these policies do not apply to double-wide scales nor to scales with capacities greater than
200 000 Ib.
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Applications have been submitted for devices, such as combination vehicle/railway track scales and scales used to weigh
off-road vehicles. Although these devices generally have capacities greater than 200 000 Ib, it did not seem appropriate to
exclude them from the provisions of the policies in parts (a) and (b). Consequently, NIST-OWM has been applying the
criteriain parts (a) and (b) to combination vehicle/railway track scales and scales used to weigh off-road vehicles on an
ad hoc basis. NIST-OWM proposed to continue this policy and to remove the reference to "capacities greater than
200 000 Ib" from the note on page 1-11 of Publication 14.

Discussion: The Sector Technical Advisor Dick Suiter (NIST-OWM) reviewed the background for this issue. Sector
Chairman Nigel Mills (Hobart Corporation) asked for input as to the history of the issue. Several Sector members
recalled that, at the time the limitations were placed in Publication 14, the Sector was concerned with the ability to
adequately test double-wide vehicle scales and scales designed to weigh-off road vehicles. There was consensus within
the Sector that the family criteria should not be applied to the evaluations of double-wide vehicle scales. The Certificate
of Conformance for a double-wide vehicle scae should only apply to the device tested. It also was pointed out that there
is no need for vehicle scales (including the vehicle portion of vehicle/railway track scales) designed for weighing highway
vehicles to have a capacity greater than 200 000 Ib.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that, until more information is available from the test procedure proposed in
Agenda Item 2, the family criteria listed in Section C should not apply to double-wide devices. Thus, the test of a
double-wide device will presently result in a CC only for the device that was tested. The concept of applying the
family criteria can be revisited after some preliminary testing is completed using the proposed double-wide test
procedures. The Sector also agreed that the family parameters should not apply to vehicle scales above 200 000 Ib,
but the criteria are appropriate for railway track scales, combination vehicle/railway track scales, large hopper
scales, and other devices over 30 000 Ib used to weigh other than on- or off-highway vehicles. Asnoted in agenda
item 3 of this report the Sector agreed to ask the SMA Technical Committee to review the minimum test load
required in the Publication 14 checklist for railway track scales.

The Sector agreed to modify the last sentence of NTEP Technical Policy for Scales Section B, Part 5, Pub 14 page
1-11 modular vehicle scale criteria asfollows:

The policy specified in parts"a" and "b" above do not apply to deuble-wide-scales vehicle scales rerto
seates with capacities greater than 200 000 Ib.

18) Weight Classifier Test Procedures
Source: NTEP Laboratories

Background: At present, there is no prescribed procedure for the testing of weight classifiers in Publication 14,
Handbook 44, or the Examination Procedure Outlines. At least two procedures have been developed: one by Henry
Oppermann as part of a Certificate of Conformance and one by Jim Truex for use in the Ohio NTEP Laboratory.

Discussion: The three procedures outlined in Appendix L were presented to the Sector for review. Two had been
submitted to the NTEP laboratories for review by the Maryland Laboratory. The third had been developed by Henry
Oppermann (NIST) for inclusion on the Certificates of Conformance of the first weight classifiers evaluated to aid field
officials in the conduct of routine inspections of the devices. The Sector agreed that, with some modification, the second
procedure from Maryland could be included in Publication 14 for the evaluation of weight classifiers. This procedure
could also be adapted for use by field officials.

Conclusion: The Sector reviewed the proceduresincluded in Appendix L. The Sector determined that none of the
procedures was completely adequate for an NTEP evaluation. The labs were asked to continue to develop a
procedurefor inclusion in Pub 14. |f completed in time, the procedure can be included in the final Sector Meeting
Summary Report. (Editor's Note: At the NTEP Lab meeting following the Sector meeting, Jim Truex volunteered
to develop the procedurefor inclusion in Pub 14.)

19) Frequent Shopper Program Format for Receiptsand L abels

Source: NTEP Laboratories
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Background: NIST-OWM continues to receive questions as to the proper method for presenting information relative to
“frequent shopper” discount programs on customer receipts. NIST-OWM has also heard complaints related to the
accuracy of price computations on some of the receipts. The Sector was asked to provide guidance to the NCWM for the
development of possible requirements or regulationsin this area.

Discussion: At its Fall 1997 meeting, Dennis Krueger (NCR) and Steve Cook (CA) agreed to work on this issue and
present recommendations to the Sector. They collected some information on this issue, but still needed additional input.
Anyone wishing to contribute to this work was asked to contact Dennis or Steve.

Technical Advisor Dick Suiter (NIST-OWM) informed the Sector that NIST-OWM continues to receive questions related
to the requirements for frequent shopper programs and the correct presentation of information on the sales receipt. To
date, no specific guidelines have been developed by either the NCWM S&T or L&R Committees. The use of frequent
shopper or customer loyalty programs is growing: they are found not only in supermarkets, but also in retail motor fuel
outlets. Most of the problems that have been discovered at the field level stem from the lack of mathematical agreement
of unit price, quantity, and total price on customer receipts. One Sector member indicated that his company has
developed approximately 20 methods for incorporating frequent shopper programs in the market place. Nigel Mills
(Hobart) indicated that even the best algorithms may still cause total price errors at some combinations of quantity and
unit price. The Sector agreed that some of the issues fall within the scope of this group; however, development of some
issues are the responsibility of the NCWM L&R Committee.

Conclusion: The Sector recognized that some issues related to frequent shopper programs are under the purview
of the Sector (those functions related to the interface with the point-of-sale scale) and some are under the purview
of the Laws and Regulations Committee (those functions related to method of pricing and printing of package
labels). The Sector acknowledged the need for input from other groups. Dennis Krueger, NCR, agreed to contact
representatives from Food Marketing Institute (FMI) to investigate how the Sector might work with
representatives from FM|I on thisissue. Denniswill work with Steve Cook (CA) to bring back recommendationsto
the Sector on how to proceed further with thisissue.

20) Indication of "d" & "€" on Class|| Scales
Source: Ohio NTEP Laboratories

Background: On aClass || scale which was recently submitted for NTEP evaluation, the Laboratory felt that the display
of "d" and "€" was confusing. The device had a“d” of 0.05 g and an “€” of 0.1 g. Confusion arises when there is an
indication of 0.1 g. The display could be interpreted as one “€” or two “d”. At the last meeting of the NTEP |aboratories,
the display in question was discussed and Bill West was asked to draft a proposal for presentation to the Weighing Sector
and possible submission to the NCWM. Bill West and the Sector Technical Advisor developed a proposal for Sector
consideration at its October 1998 meeting.

Sector members were provided with a copy of the proposal and asked to review it for possible submission to the NCWM
S& T Committee at the January 1999 NCWM interim meeting.

Discussion/Conclusion: Sector membersreviewed the proposal from the laboratories. The Sector agreed that the
proposal should be forwarded to the S& T committee, but noted that the formula should include the qualification
of theunit of measurefor “e”.

Add anew paragraph S.1.2.2. & add language to footnote 1 of Table 3 to Section 2.20 Scales of Handbook 44.

S.1.2.2. Verification Scale Interval. - Class | and Il - If e _ d, the verification scale interval "€" shall be
determined by the expression:

d<e¢10d

where e = 10* of the unit of measure and K is a positive or negative whole number or zero. This
requirement does not apply to a Class | device with d < 1 mg wheree =1 mg. If e, d, the value of "d"
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shall be a decimal submultiple of "e", and the ratio shall not be more than 10:1. Ife _ d, "d" shall be
differentiated from "e" by size, color, etc. throughout the range of weights displayed as "d."

21) Final Serial Number for Inactive Certificates of Conformance
Source: Steve Malone, Chairman NTEP Committee

Background: Presently, if a manufacture allows a Certificate of Conformance to become inactive they are asked to
voluntarily provide the serial number for the last device of that model manufactured for commercial use. If the serial
number is provided, it is printed in atable in Publication 5. If the serial number has not been provided and a new device
isfound by afield official, it is difficult to determine if the deviceis covered by a CC.

A proposal has been submitted to the NCWM NTEP Committee to modify Section N. subsection 3. of the Administrative
Procedures of Publication 14 as outlined below. The Sector was asked to review this proposal and provide comments to
the NTEP Committee on this issue.

4. Inactive Status

An INACTIVE Certificate of Conformance is a Certificate which was previously active, but the devices are no
longer being manufactured or remanufactured for commercial applications. However, devices already
manufactured, installed or in inventory, but not yet sold, may be used, sold, repaired, and resold under an
INACTIVE Certificate of Conformance, provided that the manufacture supplies NTEP with the serial number
and or date code of the last device of that model manufactured for commercial applications. The seria number
and or date code must be provided at the time that the manufacturer first designates the Certificate as
INACTIVE. If the manufacture chooses not to provide the last serial number and or date code for the device
model, the Certificate of Conformance will not apply to any devices of that model sold after the date that the
Certificate becomes INACTIVE.

Discussion: The Sector was informed of the discussions by the Measuring Sector at their September meeting in
Albugquerque, NM. The Measuring Sector gave general support to the issue with some suggested changes. The Sector
was informed by some of the manufacturers that not all serial numbers are incremental in nature and that serial numbers
can be alpha/numeric. Several members expressed concern that dealers and distributors could inadvertently be penalized
if they sold devices from their own stock which had been manufactured by a company who subseguently went out of
business and failed to provide NTEP with the serial number of the last device produced. Sector members were asked to
provide input directly to the NTEP Committee of the NCWM.

Conclusion: This item was presented to the Sector as an informational item. An informal vote on the item
resulted in a small majority opposed to the proposed language. Comments indicate a concern about situations
where a manufacturer goes out of business and fails to provide a last serial number. The result of the proposal
could be to penalize a distributor who bought devices prior to final manufacture and still has those devices in
stock.

22) Calibration Period for Test Weightsused for NTEP Evaluations

Source: NIST-OWM

Background: The required calibration period for "Certified Test Weights" differs among the various States. The NTEP
Laboratories are sometimes uncertain if the test weights available for field evaluations have a "calibration certificate”
consistent with local requirements or if they are overdue for calibration. There are also questions concerning what is an
acceptable time period between calibrations.

It is the opinion of NIST-OWM that test weights used in an NTEP evaluation must be traceable to NIST (i.e., calibrated

by NIST or by a laboratory authorized by NIST) and must have a certificate of calibration issued within the past year.
Unless the Sector disagrees, NIST-OWM proposes to include appropriate language in the next edition of Publication 14.
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Discussion: The NTEP Laboratories agree in principle that uniform policies are desirable; however, some of the labs
related cases of evaluations being conducted in another state where the NTEP official had no control over the calibration
period for the standards being used. The Sector was informed by some of the States represented that the required
calibration periods are not al based solely on time. California, Oklahoma, and New York all have variable calibration
time frames, determined by their Metrology L aboratory, and based on past caibration history of the standard.

Conclusion: The Sector was unable to reach a consensus on the proposal. The Sector recognized the need for
uniformity in the selection of equipment used in NTEP evaluations, however, the Sector also acknowledged the
need for the NTEP laboratories to use judgement in the acceptance of documentation of calibration, regardless of
thetime period between calibrations. The Sector asked that the laboratoriesrevisit the issue to develop a proposal
to addressweights used in NTEP evaluations.

23) Marking of Temperature Range on Scales
Source: NIST-OWM

Background: There is a discrepancy between Handbook 44 and Publication 14 in the requirement for marking of
temperature ranges on a scale. Handbook 44 requires the marking if the range is other than -10 °C to 40 °C. Publication
14 page 1-19 states that a Class Il1, 111 L, or 1111 device must be marked with a temperature range if it is designed to
operate over a temperature range that is narrower than -10 °C to 40 °C. Questions have also been also been raised over
whether it is appropriate to use a scale beyond the range marked on the device and/or listed on the Certificate.

The Sector was asked to clarify the intent of the marking requirement.

Discussion: There was considerable discussion with differing views as to what the current temperature marking
requirements really mean. One view was that it is only appropriate to use a device within the range marked on the device
or stated on the Certificate of Conformance. An opposing view was that as long as the range was at least —10 °C to 40 °C
it is acceptable to use the device outside of that range. There was consensus that, if the device was marked with a range
of less than —10 °C to 40 °C, the application of the device is limited to use within the marked range. The Sector agreed
that, if possible, the requirement should harmonize with OIML. Clause 3.9.2.1., in OIML R76 states “If no particular
working temperature is stated in the descriptive markings of an instrument, this instrument shall maintain its metrological
properties within the following temperature limits: -10 °C, +40°C.”

Conclusion: Based on a vote of 9 in agreement and 5 in disagreement, the Sector agreed to submit a proposal to
the S& T Committee to modify Note 5in Table S.6.3.a. asfollows:

Required only on Class |11, I11L, and 1111 seales devices, if the temperature range on the NTEP CC is ether
narrower than and within -10 to 40 °C (14 to 104 °F). [Nonretr oactive as of January 1, 1986]

Jim Truex, OH, offered to develop an alternative proposal for the Sector; however, the Sector suggested that his
proposal be submitted directly to the S& T Committee.

24) Software Evaluation Policy
Source: NIST-OWM

Background: At its July 1998 meeting, the NCWM decided that NTEP would no longer have a separate category of
“Software” for Certificates of Conformance (CCs) nor as a device type listing in Publication 5. Any application for a
software-based system would require evaluation of the complete weighing or measuring system.

The Weighing Sector was asked to provide guidance in the development of the format of CCs for software-based
weighing systems. This same item was discussed at the September 1998 meeting of the NCWM Measuring Sector
Albuquerque, New Mexico. The Measuring Sector formed a small workgroup, chaired by Steve Cook, to work on this
issue relative to measuring devices. The Measuring Sector also recognized the need to do areview of the general format
of CCs for measuring devices and noted that some issues are common to both weighing and measuring devices. The
Measuring Sector suggested that volunteers from the Weighing Sector might also wish to in the Measuring Sector’s work
group.
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Discussion: The Sector discussed the recommendation from the Software Work Group and the decision of the NCWM
last July 1998. There were different opinions as to what the recommendation stated and what the final decision really
meant. Three members of the Software Work Group, Steve Cook (CA), Wes Diggs (VA), and Dennis Krueger (NCR)
offered clarifications of the intent of the Work Group. The Work Group had agreed that nearly all electronic devices
incorporate software. NTEP should evaluate complete operating systems and not issue a Certificate of Conformance
under the separate category of “ Software”. Sector Chairman Nigel Mills (Hobart Corporation) reminded the group that
the scope of this discussion was to develop correct “category” heading and language for Certificates of Conformance.

Conclusion: The Sector acknowledged that there are issues to be addressed with respect to the terminology used
on CCsissued to software-based weighing systems and the terminology used in Publication 5 for these systems.
The following people agreed to participate in a work group established by the Measuring Sector and chaired by
Steve Cook, CA: Dennis Krueger, NCR; Jim Truex, OH; Darrell Flocken, Mettler-Toledo; Mark Erickson, Rice
Lake Weighing Systems; and Andrea Buie, MD. Thework group will correspond by telephone, e-mail, and postal
mail to resolve the issues as quickly as possible. The Sector acknowledged the need for the group to work quickly
to enable NTEP to address several pending softwar e-based weighing system CCsto be consistent with the intent of
the NCWM 's July 1998 decision.

25) Width of the Index of an Indicator
Source: NIST-OWM

Background: Paragraph S.1.4.3. (a) of 2.20 Scalesin Handbook 44 requires that the width of the index of an indicator be
not greater than the width of the widest graduation. When this requirement was adopted, subordinate graduations were
not considered as significant as main graduations. If the index of the indicator were alowed to be as wide as the main
graduation, it was easier to tell when the index of the indicator was centered on the main graduation. In some cases,
subordinate graduations could be completely covered by the index of the indicator. The Measurement Canada
requirement is that the width of the index be not greater than the width of the narrowest graduation. It appears that the
Measurement Canada requirement may be more appropriate. With this requirement, no graduation could be completely
obliterated by the index of the indicator.

The Sector was asked to consider submitting a proposal to the NCWM S& T Committee of NCWM to change S.1.4.3. (a)
as follows to harmoni ze the requirement with Canada:

S.1.4.3. Width. The width of the index of an indicator in relation to the series of graduations with which it is
used shall not be greater than:

(a) thewidth of the widest narrowest graduation,
Discussion: The Technical Advisor, Dick Suiter (NIST-OWM) gave the rationae behind having the index of an
indicator either wider or narrower than graduations as in the example above. The Sector agreed that “narrower” was
preferable.
Conclusion: The Sector recognized that the current language in Handbook 44 paragraph S.1.4.3. could result in
an indicator overlapping one or more subordinate graduations. The Sector agreed that a proposal should be
submitted to the S& T Committee to modify S.1.4.3. on a non- retroactive basis as follows:

S.1.4.3. Width. The width of the index of an indicator in relation to the series of graduations with which
it is used shall not be greater than:

(a) the width of the widest-narrowest graduation, ...
[Nonretroactive as of January 1, 2000]

26) Power Failure Test

Source: NIST-OWM
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Background: Publication 14 currently specifies that audit trail information must be stored in non-volatile memory for at
least 30 days. At the time that this criteria was added to Publication 14, it was decided that NTEP testing would not
routinely be performed to verify compliance with the criteria; rather, the manufacturer would provide information to
NTEP to indicate compliance with the criteria.

During recent work with the liquid-measuring device laboratory in Measurement Canada, it was noted that Canada
requires a power losstest of 7 days.

The Sector was asked to consider whether or not a 30-day power failure test is necessary, or if a 7-day test would be
sufficient to determine the stability of the audit trail memory in adevicein the event of a power failure.

Discussion: Renad Marceau (CD) explained the Canadian requirements for electronic indicators from Weights and
Measures Ministerial Specifications SVM-1 Electronic Registers and Ancillary Equipment Incorporated in Metering
Assemblies Specifications. The test requirement is only applicable to Retail Motor Fuel Dispensers. Neither the US nor
Canada perform a test to verify the ability of weighing equipment to meet the-30 day retention requirement.

Conclusion: In its discussion of this issue, the Sector realized that the proposed change is not needed for
harmonization. Canada has a 7-day requirement for measuring devices, but not for weighing devices. Both
Canada and the USrequirethat audit trail information be maintained in non-volatile memory for at least 30 days;
information isrequested from the manufacturer to indicate compliance, but a specific test of the 30-day capability
isnot performed. Consequently, no change was proposed to Publication 14.

27) Appropriate Abbreviationsfor Prefaceto Serial Number
Source: NIST-OWM

Background: General Code paragraph G-S.1. (d) in Handbook 44 requires the serial number to be prefaced by words, an
abbreviation, or a symbol that clearly identifies the number as the serial number. Questions were raised over whether or
not the term "No." is sufficient to designate the serial number on adevice. It was the opinion of NIST-OWM that thisis
not sufficient to distinguish the seriad number from other numbers such as a part number or a registration number that
might be marked on the device.

Immediately prior to the September 1998 Measuring Sector meeting, the NTEP measuring |aboratories developed a list of
acceptable markings to be added to Publication 14 as examples. The Measuring Sector was unable to reach a consensus
on the suggested list; however, there was general agreement that a proposal should be submitted to the S& T Committee
asking that the issue be reviewed. Comments were also made indicating that there are similar concerns with section (b) of
G-S.1. and that the language for (b) should mirror the languagein (d). In the interim, the Measuring Sector indicated that
the NTEP laboratories should continue to work together to establish consistent guidelines for applying this criteria

Discussion: The Weighing Sector was asked for an opinion on whether or not "No." meets the requirement of G-S.1. (d).
The Sector was also asked to determine whether or not a proposal should be submitted to the S& T Committee to modify
G-S.1. to clarify acceptable abbreviations for serial number and to modify the marking requirement for model number to
mirror the marking requirement for serial number requirement.

Sector Technical Advisor Dick Suiter (NIST-OWM) reviewed the background of the issue and the discussions held at the
recent Measuring Sector Meeting. Renald Marceau (Measurement Canada) informed the Sector that either “S/N” or
“Serial Number” would be acceptable in Canada.

Conclusion:  The Sector agreed that it is appropriate to add examples to the Table of Acceptable
Abbreviations/Symbols on page 1-117 and 1-118 of Publication 14 to indicate acceptable designations of serial
number. The Sector agreed to the following list:

Appropriate:
"Serial Number" " S/N" "SN"  "Ser No" "Ser" "SNo" " Ser #'

Inappropriate:
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"y "“No."

The Sector also agreed that a proposal should be submitted to the S& T Committee asking that G- S.1.(d) be
clarified to include examples of acceptable designations of the serial number.

The Sector recognized that the Measuring Sector is submitting a proposal to add terminology to Handbook 44 to
require definitive language to identify the model number; however, the Sector could not reach a consensus to
support such a proposal.

28) Expansion of Pre-NTEP CCs
Source: NIST-OWM

Background: Section B of the NTEP Technical Policy for scales allows CCs issued as a result of NTEP testing to cover
ranges of capacities and platform sizes. This policy assumes that, for a device tested by NTEP, the performance of other
capacities and sizes of devicesin that same family can be predicted within certain limits to be similar to the device tested.
This policy is aso based upon the fact that NTEP testing is performed with a minimum amount of test weight based upon
the CLC and/or the capacity of the device. The policy also assumes that NTEP testing is performed to a fairly rigorous
set of testing criteria.

Section H of Publication 14 allows NTEP to issue pre-NTEP Certificates of Conformance based upon pre-NTEP type
approvals issued by jurisdictions prior to the establishment of NTEP. Pre-NTEP Certificates of Conformance issued to
date have included only those capacities listed on the original Certificates of Approval.

Questions have been raised about whether or not it is appropriate to apply the range criteria outlined in Section B of the
NTEP Technica Policy to pre-NTEP devices. For example, could a pre-NTEP CC be expanded to cover devices with
capacities falling between the largest and smallest capacities without additional testing? Would it be appropriate to cover
devices with platform sizes falling between the largest and smallest dimensions of the devices listed on a pre-NTEP CC?
However, NIST-OWM did not believe it was appropriate to apply the range criteriain Section B to expand a pre-NTEP
CC to cover devices above and below the largest and smallest size and capacity of device listed on the CC.

This position is based on the fact that datais not typically available to identify what testing (if any) was performed on the
device to obtain the pre-NTEP type approval. NTEP typically has no data to indicate which device listed on the pre-
NTEP approval certificate was tested. Since the range criteria requires information about the specific device tested and is
dependent upon a minimum amount of testing, NTEP does not believe it is appropriate to extend the range of devices
beyond those already listed on the CC.

The Sector was asked to review thisissue and develop apolicy to apply to pre-NTEP devices.

Discussion: The Sector discussed the original intent of Pre-NTEP Certificates of Conformance. It was noted that the
NCWM NTEP Committee (formerly the NTEP Board of Governors) had previously denied appeals asking for the
expansion of a Pre-NTEP Certificate of Conformance beyond those devices listed on the pre-NTEP type approval
certificate. The Sector agreed that, when issuing a pre-NTEP type approval, adding capacities and sizes between existing
capacities listed on a pre-NTEP certificate is technically acceptable.

Conclusion: Based on a vote of 11 in agreement, 2 in disagreement, and 4 abstentions, the Sector agreed that a
proposal should be forwarded to the NTEP Committee covering the expansion of pre-NTEP CCs. The proposal
would recommend that the NTEP Committee reconsider its previous position on pre-NTEP CCs to allow the CC
to cover devicesin between capacities and sizes already listed on the CC. The proposal should also state that the
CC cannot be expanded to include capacities, sizes, division sizes, number of divisions, etc. beyond what is covered
on theoriginal CC. Criterialisted in Publication 14 Technical Policy for Scales would still apply within the limits
of the existing CC. The Sector agreed that Tina Butcher, NIST-OWM, would develop examples to be submitted
along with the recommendation. |f the NCWM NTEP Committee adopt the proposal, NTEP will notify the
holders of all pre-NTEP CCs of the change in policy and give them the opportunity to have their CCs amended to
conform to the adopted guidelines.
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Load Cell Issues
29) Conversion of Mechanical Lever Systemsto Digital
Source: NTEP Laboratories

Background: The Sector had decided previoudly that converting a mechanical scale to accept a digital indicator by
placing a load cell at the end of the transverse lever is a modification of the original type. However, the conversion
option could be added to an NTEP CC for the mechanica version without additional testing. NTEP was asked if it is
acceptable to remove the transverse lever and insert two load cells. This question was discussed at the June 1998 meeting
of the NTEP Laboratories, and other examples were given such as removing a torsion lever and inserting three or four
load cells.

The Sector was asked to readdress this issue and decide how far back into the lever system a service company can go with
the addition of load cells before addition testing would be needed to cover the modified device on the Certificate of
Conformance.

Discussion: Several examples of conversions that have been encountered by NTEP were given. It was the opinion of
several of the members that it would be very difficult for a field official to determine the suitability of load cellsin a
device where some of the levers had been removed and load cells had been substituted. The multiple of the scale at the
load cell point would be very hard to determine. There was general consensus that anything beyond placing aload cell at
the steelyard end of a transverse lever is a modification of type and that that device could not be covered by the
Certificate of Conformance without additional testing.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that replacing any levers of a mechanical weighing element with load cells is a
modification of type requiring NTEP evaluation in order to be covered by an NTEP Certificate of Conformance.
Additional language will be added to Section " E" paragraph 1 on page 1-15, Pub 14 asfollows.

E. Maodification of Type
1. Replacing a Lever System with Load Cells. Changing a scale from a lever system to a full electronic

scalein order to be covered by an NTEP Certificate of Conformance. Total replacement of any leversin a
mechanical scaleisa modification of typethat is not covered by the original CC without additional testing.

Note: The placement of a load cell in the steelyard rod to change from a mechanical to an electronic
indicator is an acceptable modification of type that does not reguire evaluation for an existing Certificate
of Conformance to apply; however, the modification option does need to belisted on the NTEP CC.

30) Load Cell Creep

Source: John Elengo (Consultant)

Background: John Elengo (Consultant) submitted a proposal to change the required test in Publication 14 for load cell
creep as outlined in the proposal shown in Appendix M. The proposal would bring the procedure in Publication 14 into
harmony with the test requirement for load cell creep in OIML R60.

NIST-OWM suggested that the proposed procedure be adopted for future testing of load cell creep during the NTEP
evauation and included in the next edition of Publication 14.

Discussion: The Sector discussed the differences in the creep requirements of NIST Handbook 44 and OIML R60. The

NTEP creep test is based on Handbook 44 paragraph T.N.4..5. Time Dependence, test of one hour. The R60 test for
creep is based on a 30-minute test. The Sector Technical Advisor Dick Suiter (NIST-OWM) presented information
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demonstrating that the most significant creep in aload cell happens well within the first 30 minutes after application of a
load. It was generally agreed that if aload cell met R60 requirements it would also meet Handbook 44.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that a successful creep test conducted in accordance with OIML R60 requirements
shall be accepted as equivalent to a successful creep test conducted in accordance with NTEP requirements.

31) Load CellsMarked " S" (Single Cell Application) in Multiple Cell Applications

Background: Load cellsto be used in single cell applications are required to meet a more stringent tolerance than those
to be used in multiple cell applications. Consequently, it has been the policy of NTEP to approve the use of load cells
approved for single cell applications for use in multiple cell applications without additional testing. It was pointed out
that there needed to be an addition to Handbook 44 for the use by field inspectors to support that policy.

NIST-OWM proposed that, unless the Sector objected, the proposal to modify Note 7 of Table S.6.3.b. found in Appendix
N be forwarded to the S& T Committee for consideration at the January 1999 NCWM Interim Meeting.

Discussion: It was pointed out that the note should included the “S’ designation for Single and “M” for multiple since
that iswhat is actually marked on the load cells.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed to forward the following proposal to the S& T Committee.
Modify Table S.6.3.b. Note 7 as follows:
7. Denotes compliance for single or multiple load cell applications. |t is acceptable to use a load cell with the
"S' (single cell) designation in multiple load cell applications as long as all other parameters meet

requirements. A load cell with the"M" (multiple cell) designation can be used only in multiple load cell
applications. [Nonretroactive as of January 1, 1988]

32) Selection of Load Cellsto Represent a Family when Mid-Range Falls Outside of NTEP Test Capability
Source: NIST-OWM

Background: On several occasions, a manufacturer has submitted a request for a family of cellsin which the mid-range
capacity is outside of NTEP test capability. For example, NTEP cannot currently test cells between 555 Ib and 4000 Ib.
If the mid-range of the family requested falls between 555 Ib and 4000 Ib, NTEP must determine how to minimize testing
while selecting cells which still adequately represent the entire family of cells.

Of particular concern are multiple cell applications and applications for a large number of divisions.. For multiple cell
applications, the manufacturer is required to submit two cells of each capacity selected for testing; for cells with alarge
number of divisions (5000 or more), two cells of the same capacity or one cell of the selected capacity and one cell of a
different capacity must be submitted for testing. If a mid-range cell cannot be tested, must the manufacturer submit two
cells of each capacity? To require two cells of two different capacities only because NTEP is not able to test in the
midrange seems to penalize the manufacturer; however, NTEP must still have sufficient test information on which to base
aCC.

A reasonable compromise to address this scenario is to apply the rules that are applied to cells with a large number of
divisions. Thiswould give NTEP an indication of performance at two different capacities as well as providing testing of
two cells from the family.
NTEP has applied an ad hoc policy asfollows:

If a mid-range cell cannot be tested due to lack of NTEP test capability, then one cell from the low end of the

capacities requested and one from the high end of the capacities requested must be submitted. The total range
requested must not exceed arange of 10:1.
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NTEP proposed that unless the Sector objected, NTEP continue to follow this policy and an appropriate addition be added
to Publication 14.

Discussion: There were no negative comments from the Sector on thisitem.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed to add the following statement to Publication 14, Load Cells, part D(3)(b) to
explain how NTEP will address applications in which NTEP does not have test equipment to test cellsin the mid-
range of a family of cells.

If a mid-range cell cannot be tested due to lack of NTEP test capability, then one cell from the low end of the
capacities requested and one cell from the high end of the capacities requested must be submitted. The total
range requested must not exceed a range of 10:1.

33) Number of Load Cells to be Submitted for Evaluation for Single Cell Classification with a High Number of
Divisions

Source: NIST-OWM

Background: NTEP was questioned as to the number of load cells required to be submitted for type evaluation when the
family of load cells covers arange of capacities greater than 10:1 and the cells can be used in single cell applications with
a maximum number of divisions greater than or equa to 5000. The specific concern is with the interpretation of the
guidelines in the Publication 14 Checklist for Load Cells Section D, paragraphs 3.b. and 3.c. NIST-OWM believes these
guidelines may have been developed for load cells with large numbers of divisions used in multiple cell applications,
rather than single cell applications. An example is included in Appendix O to demonstrate how NTEP interprets the
guidelinesin paragraphs 3.b. and 3.c.

The Sector was asked to provide input on the proper interpretation of paragraphs 3.b. and 3.c. in order to determine the
required number of cells to be submitted for testing.

Discussion: Ken Yee (NIST) provided written comments to the Sector on thisitem. It is hisopinion that it is difficult for
a load cell manufacturer to build Class IlIL, 10 000-division load cells for single cell applications that meet the
requirements of NIST Handbook 44. He thinks it is appropriate to test more than one cell for this application. Steve
Cook (CA) gave an example where two Class IIIL “Single” Cells with greater than 5000 divisions have been submitted
for test and one cell passed and one failed. The Sector agreed, based on comments received, that it is appropriate to
require at least two cells to be submitted for cells with 5000 or more divisions.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that the following changes should be made to part D(3)(c).

c. Large Number of Divisions. If a large number of divisions (eg., class |11, single cell, 5000 divisions and
greater; or classllIL, single cell, 5000 divisions and greater) is requested, one more cell capacity or more cells at
the same capacity will be tested. This criterion applies independently of capacities selected to satisfy the range of
capacitiesrequirementslisted in part D(3)(b).

For example, consider a Class I11L, Single, 5000 division application with capacities ranging from 1000 |b to
10000 Ib. To satisfy the range of capacity requirements, the manufacturer selects a 5000-1b capacity cell for test;
the 5000-1b capacity is mid-range of the 10:1 range of capacities requested. Under the large number of divisions
requirements, two 5000-1b capacity cells may be submitted. Alternatively, one 5000-1b capacity cell and another
cell from the capacity range between 1000 Ib and 10 000 Ib may be submitted.

As a second example, consider a Class I11L, Single, 5000 division application with capacities ranging from
1000 Ib to 100 000 Ib. To satisfy the range of capacity requirements, the manufacturer selects a 5000-Ib capacity
cell and a 40 000-1b capacity cell for test. The 5000-Ib capacity cell is midrange between the 10:1 range of 1000 to
10000 Ib and nearly 4:1 from either extreme (NTEP does not have the ability to test a 4000-Ib cell;) the 40 000-1b
capacity is midrange between the 10:1 range of 10 000 Ib to 100 000 Ib and within 4:1 from either extreme. Under
the large number of division requirements, two of each cell capacity arerequired. Alternatively, the manufacturer
may select one midrange capacity cell and an additional cell of a different capacity from within each 10:1 range.
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34) Year 2000 (Y2K) Compliance Requirements and Test Procedures
Source: NIST-OWM

Background: Thereisaconcern as to whether or not microprocessor-based devices submitted for NTEP Evaluation will
continue to perform in compliance with Handbook 44 requirements at the beginning of the year 2000. M easurement
Canada has developed comprehensive compliance requirements along with laboratory test procedures for verifying
continued compliance of adevice after the year 2000.

Copies of the Canadian procedures were provided to the Sector at its October meeting, and the Sector was asked to review
them for possible inclusion in Publication 14. The decision of the Measuring Sector on this issue at its September 1998
meeting was to authorize the NTEP Laboratories to use the Measurement Canada test procedures when conducting tests
for Y2K compliance of adevice with Handbook 44 and Publication 14.

Discussion: Several manufacturers indicated that they have taken steps to assure that devices produced by their
companies will continue to comply with all requirements after January 1, 2000. Manufacturers present thought there
would be no problems discovered if the NTEP Laboratories conducted testing to verify compliance; however, there was a
concern that the testing would involve substantial additional charges. It was generally agreed that the NTEP |aboratories
could do at |east some testing to verify compliance without adding alot of additional evaluation time.

Conclusion: The Sector agreed that the Labs should review the Measurement Canada procedure and apply it to
devices submitted for mutual recognition. For devices submitted for NTEP evaluation only, the assigned
laboratory should work with the manufacturer on a case-by-case basis to ensure continued compliance with
Handbook 44 requirements after the year 2000.
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National Type Evaluation Technical Committee — Weighing Sector
October 6-7,1998 Sacramento, CA
Attendance List

Name Organization Phone Fax E-Mail

Richard Suiter NIST/OWM 301 975-4406 |301 926 0647 |rsuiter@nist.gov

Renald Marceau Measurement Canada 613 952-2629 |613 952-1736
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George Shefcheck 503 986-4668
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Bill Ripka Ramsey Technology 612 783-2664
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Norman Ingram CA Measurement Standards (916 229-3017 |916 229-3015
Jerry Wang A&D 408 263-5333 408 263-0119 |jwang@andonline.com
Bob Brumbaugh SAl 847 367-6650 |847 367-6960 |sai @ameritech.net
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Tina Butcher NIST/OWM 301 975-2196 |301 926-0647 |tbutcher@nist.gov
Joe Geisser Rice Lake Weighing Systems [401 726-0470 JoeGeiser@RLWS.com
Dave Quinn Fairbanks 816 471-0231 |816 471-5951 |dave.quinn@fancor.com
Nigel Mills Hobart 937 332-3205 |937 332-3007 |Millsng@pmifeg.com
Daryl Tonini SMA 941 514-3441 |941 514-3470 |det@scalemanufacturers.org
Don Onwiler NE Dept. of Agriculture 402 471-4292 1402 471-3252 |donlo@agr.state.ne.us
Karen Glover Pennsylvania Scale 800 223-0473 |717 656-3216
Mark Knowles HBM Inc. 508 624-4500 |508 485-7480
Ed Luthy Brechbuhler Scales Inc. 330 458-2424 |330 453 5322
Andrea P. Buie MD Dept. of Agriculture 410 841-5790 410 841-2765 |buieap@mda.state.md.us
Steve CooK CA Measurement Standards {916 229-3043 |916 229-3026 |SCook@cdfa.cagov

David Hawkins

Thurman Scale Co. 614 221-9077 |614 221-8879

William Fishman

New York Bureau of W&M  |518 457-3452 |518 457-2552 |Agmweigh@emi.com

Mark Erickson Rice Lake Weighing Systems [715 234-9171 715 234-6967 |mareri@RLWS.com

Samuel Chan CA Measurement Standards  |916 229-3021 {916 229-3015

Ken Lake CA Measurement Standards  |916 229-3050 {916 229-3026

Ron Flores CA Measurement Standards {916 229-3023 |916 229-3015 |Rflores@cdfa.cagov
Debbie Ripley NIST/TSA (OIML) 301 975-4859 |301 926-1559 |deborah.ripley@nist.gov
Larry Turberville Alabama W& M 256 360-2609 | 256 360-2453

Gary P. Castro CA Measurement Standards  |916 229-3018 |916 229-3015

Jim Truex Ohio Weights & Measures (614 728-6290 |614 728-6424 |truex@odant.agri.state.oh.us
Darrell Flocken Mettler Toledo 614 438-4393 614 438-6424 |darrell.flocken@mt.com
Weston Diggs Virginia Weights & Measures [804 786-2476 |804 786-1571

Gary Lameris Hobart Corporation 937 332-3053 [937 332-3007 |lamergj @pmifeg.com
Thomas Ahrens NIST/OWM 301 975-4013 |301 926-0647 |tahrens@nist.gov

Juana Williams NIST/GOV 301 975-3989 |301 926-0647 |Juana.Williams@nist.gov
Charles Carter Ok Dept of Agriculture 405 521-3804 |405 522 4584 |charlesc/okagri@mail.okag.state.ok.us
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Report of the Resolutions Committee

Robert Alviene
Morris County Weights and Measures
State of New Jersey

Reference

Key No.
700

GENERAL

The Resolutions Committee thanks the members of the National Conference on Weights and M easures who contributed their
time and talents for arranging the conduct and success of this 84th Annual Meeting. Thank you to the following people:
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©)]
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Leon C. Graves, Commissioner of the Vermont Department of Agriculture, Food & Markets, for his enthusiastic
welcome to the participants and guests of the NCWM; and for hisaccount of the development and growth of the State
of Vermont;

Consumer Assurance Division of the Vermont Department of Agriculture, Food & Markets, particularly Bruce
Martell and his staff, for the hospitality extended to the Conference and assistance in preparing and conducting the
Annual Meeting;

Sergeants-at-Arms, James Cameron and Marc Paguette, Consumer Assurance Division, Vermont Department of
Agriculture, for their stance during Conference sessions;

the members of the Vermont National Guard for presenting the colors during the opening of the General Session;

John Birch, Director, National Standards Commission, Sydney, Australia, for hisdiscussion of legal metrology issues
in the Asian-Pacific Region;

Ray Kammer, Director of the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), for his remarks to the
membership outlining the many challenges being met by the agency and his description of the NIST approach to
promoting global trade; for his assurances that NIST will seetoit that U.S. industry has the best measurements and
standardsin theworld; for hisdiscussion of the NIST partnership with the State of Maine, thefirst in apilot program
designed to expand the NI ST aliance with the States; for discussing the NI ST budget initiative which would include
funding for an educational facility for training of weights and measures personnel, industry, and international groups,
(1) for continuing the important instructor training courses; (2) for research on new weights and measures
technology; and (3) for regular recalibration of State primary standards; al of which indicate a bright future for
continuation of the NIST partnership with NCWM;

AvesD. Thompson and the officers and appointed officials of the National Conference on Weights and Measuresfor
their leadership and dedicated service on the issues of the Conference, as well as their outstanding officiation and
administration of the activities of this 84" Annual Mesti ng;

committee members for their efforts throughout the past year preparing and presenting their reports; the
subcommittees and work groups for their discerning and appropriate recommendations;

regulatory officials of State and local jurisdictions for the advice, interest, and support of weights and measures
administration in the United States;

representatives of business and industry for their cooperation and assistance in committee and Conference work,
especially the continuing support as demonstrated by granting scholarships for training; the associate membership
organization for the hospitality exhibited in sponsoring social functions; particularly to Gale Prince, the Kroger
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Company, for arranging the enjoyable outing on Lake Champlain aboard the Spirit of Ethan Allen I1;

retired NCWM membership for continued support of the work of the NCWM and participation in these Annual
Meetings.

staff of the Sheraton Burlington Hotel and Conference Center for assistance and courtesies, all of which contributed
to the success of this Annual Meeting;

NCWM Headquarters staff for dedicated assistancein planning and conducting the work and program of this Annual
Meseting, especially to Beth Palys, Kristine Freund, and Lynn DiTizio for their professional and hospitable conduct of
the administrative operations of the meeting;

National Institute of Standards and Technology Office of Weights and Measures Technical Advisors, staff, Phillip
Bryson, and Gil Ugiansky, OWM Chief and NCWM Executive Secretary, for their participation and continued
support of the work of the NCWM and its constituency.

R. Alviene, Chairman, Morris County, NJ, Weights and Measures
D. Cripe, Stanislaus County, CA, Weights and Measures

J. Mindte, NIST, Coordinator

Resolutions Committee
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Report of the Nominating Committee
Steven A. Malone, Chairman

Director, Division of Weights and Measures
Nebraska Department of Agriculture

Reference
Key No.

800

The Nominating Committee met during the Interim Meeting at the Sheraton Old Town Hotel, Albuguerque, New Mexico, at
which time the Committee nominated the personsisted below to be officers of the 85th National Conference on Weightsand
Measures. |n the selection of nominees from the Active membership, consideration was given to professional experience,
qudifications of individuals, Conference attendance and participation, and other factors considered to be important.

The following slate of officers was selected by unanimous vote of the Nominating Committee:
CHAIRMAN-ELECT: Louis E. Straub, State of Maryland

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
NORTHEAST REGION: Ross J. Andersen, State of New Y ork

TREASURER: J. Alan Rogers, State of Virginia

S. Malone, Nebraska, Chairman

B. Bloch, California

S. Colbrook, Illinois

C. Gardner, Suffolk County, New Y ork
T. Geller, Barnstable, Massachusetts
N. D. Smith, North Carolina

J. Truex, Ohio

Nominating Committee
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G. Weston Diggs
Program Supervisor, Office of Product and Industry Standards
Richmond, Virginia

Itiswith pride, | begin my responsibilities as Chairman of the National Conference on Weights and Measures. | would
like to thank the Conference for this honor in alowing me to serve as your Chairman as we go into a new millennium.

| would like to introduce your New Chairman Elect, Lou Straub, Chief of the Office of Weights and Measures, Maryland
Department of Agriculture. | would also like to introduce Frances Holland, who is the new Chairman of the Associate
Membership Committee. Both Lou and Frances have been very active membersin the Conference in the past; | ook
forward to working with them in the coming year.

There have been many changes to the National Conference on Weights and Measures in the almost one hundred years
sinceitsinception in 1905. The Conference has faced and been able to resolve many difficult issues over the years.
Many times, we have disagreed with one another over issues. These disagreements have been professional in nature and
were resolved because we worked together in the best interest of the Conference, its members, and the citizens we
represent.

| believe the Conference needs to get back to basics. That iswhy | have selected as our theme for this year “Basic
Standards - Building the Foundation for a New Millennium.” During my 33 year career in weights and measurers, |
spent my first 14 years as afield inspector checking packages and small capacity weighing and measuring devices. Since
then | have been responsible for providing technical support to field inspectors and industries that operatein Virginia. |
attended my first Conferencein 1967, and | have seen many changes since then in the way the Conference and the NIST
Office of Weights and Measures operate. | have witnessed what | believe is ashift in priorities. Over the last several
years both the Conference and our NIST partner have become involved in global weights and measures. Without
minimizing the importance of our global responsibilitiesin weights and measures, | believe we need to get back to the
basic foundation that has made our system whet it is.

Nothing works well without a good foundation. At arecent meeting with industry and weights and measures officials,
one of our most respected industry officials described our weights and measures system as being “third rate” when
compared to other weights and measures systemsin the world. | was surprised, and it has caused me a great deal of
concern. Thereisno question that our system isunique. We have 747 weights and measures jurisdictions in the United
States; |less than half of these are members of the Conference. We need to get back to basic standards and build a strong
foundation as we move into the new millennium.

Over the next year, the Conference, through its Board of Directors, will be working on several issues that may have a
long-term effect on our organization.

The reorganization and rewrite of Handbook 44 is one of the major issues that needs to be addressed. Handbook 44 is
one of the most important products of the National Conference on Weights and Measures. The last major revision of the
handbook wasin 1949. Since then, many additions and revisions have been made to individual codes. Many of the users
of the handbook believe it is outdated and needs to be reorganized and rewritten. Many of the requirementsin the
specific codes relate to mechanical devices. Most of the devices we ded with in today’ s world are electronic. Generally,
the users of the handbook agree it is not clearly written and leaves too much to interpretation. For that reason, | have
made the reorganization of Handbook 44 a priority project. | have asked Ron Murdock to chair a committee that will
make recommendations on how the handbook should be reorganized and rewritten. | believe thiswill be along-term
project and to successfully complete it will require amajor commitment on the part of the Conference.

The copyright of handbooks devel oped through the Conference is another priority project for next year. Much of the
Conference's resources in both time and money go to the devel opment and publication of NIST/NCWM publications. It
would seem prudent for the Conference to be in a position to protect these documents from misuse and insure the NCWM
can receive compensation for these publications when deemed appropriate.

Thisyear at our Annual Meeting, we have discussed major changes to the National Type Evaluation Program (NTEP).

Aves Thompson, as Chairman of the NTEP Committee, will be working on revisions to the NTEP Policy to reflect the
needed changes.
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The issue of remanufacturered equipment needs to be resolved. ThisisaHandbook 44 and NTEP issue. From the
standpoint of NTEP, thisis a production meets type issue. | cannot rationalize how a device can remain traceable to an
NTEP Certificate of Conformance if it has been significantly altered by athird party. | expect Jim Truex and his
committee will have recommendations by next year's Interim Meeting and something the Conference can vote on by the
2000 Annual Meeting.

Tom Geller has been working with the NCWM headquarters staff on developing a brochure that will tell the story of
weights and measures in the United States. The brochure will explain how the Conference fits into the process and its
impact on weights and measures both nationally and internationally. The brochure is something that we can give to
legislators or their aides at all levels of government thereby providing them with more details about our Conference
activities than can be covered in ashort meeting. | would be remissif | did not acknowledge the Associate memberships'
monetary contribution in developing this brochure.

In recent years, we have seen the Conference's relationship with the Nationa Institute of Standards and Technology
(NIST) Office of Weights and Measures (OWM) change. The change was brought about because it was determined
some of the activities the NIST Office of Weights and Measures was providing to the Conference were inappropriate and
needed to be discontinued. Asyou know, the Conference incorporated in 1998 in order to protect the organization and its
officers against any personal liability. We also hired a management group to handle the day-to-day operation of the
Conference. | am sureif you have had the opportunity to deal with the NCWM, Inc., staff, you have found them be
helpful and professional.

One of the many things our headquarters staff has been doing is helping the Board of Directors to become better financial
managers by being able to better understand the true cost of operating the National Conference on Weights and
Measures, Inc. For example, the membership for aweights and measures officia is $35.00. The average cost of
supporting that official is approximately $85.00. This does not mean that the Board is going to raise dues. However, we
are running a business, and the Board must continually look at the way we do things and make changes when necessary.
We cannot afford to continue do things just because it’s the way we' ve always done them.

As Conference Chairman, one of my responsibilitiesis the appointment of members to serve on committees. Itisthe
commitment of these committee members and volunteers that make our organization successful.

In 1997, Steve Malone talked about asign in his office and the people who make things happen. Well, | also have asign
in my office and it reads:

Areyou aWinner or aLoser?

The Winner is adways part of the answer;
The Loser is aways part of the problem.
The Winner always has aplan;
The Loser always has an excuse.
The Winner says “Let medo it for you”;
The Loser says“That's not my job.”
The Winner sees an answer for every problem;
The Loser sees a problem in every answer.
The Winner says, “It may be difficult, but it's possible”;
The Loser says, “It may be possible, but it's too difficult.”
BE A WINNER.
From the desk of B. Spencer, February 1988

Theindividuals that | am about to appoint are among those who are winners. They have made the commitment in time
and effort to serve on the various committees. | am proud to appoint the following:

| am asking Tom Geller of Barnstable, Massachusetts to continue as Chairman of the Legislative Liaison Committee
with N. David Smith of North Carolinaand Bill Corey of American Frozen Foods, as committee members. This
committee is charged with building upon and renewing our relationships with the Department of Commerce, National
Institute of Standards and Technology, and Congress. In the future, it may be necessary to ask our Congressional
Representatives to assist us in furthering the goals of the Conference.

Ron Murdock, North Caroling, 2 yearsto fill Lou Straub’s term as Lou assumes his new duties as Chairman
Elect.

NCA-2



New Chairman’s Address
To the Specification and Tolerance Committee: Constantine V. Cotsoradis, Kansas, 5 years.

To the Laws and Regulations Committee: Pat D’ Errico, New Jersey, 5 years, to replace Ross Andersen and
Dennis Johannes, California, 5 years, to replace Karl Angell.

To the Administration and Public Affairs Committee: Steve Hadder, Florida, 5 years.
I will be making other appointments prior to the Interim Meeting.

In closing, | would like to make some observations. As| mentioned, the Conference has and still is experiencing
growing pains since its incorporation. Both the Conference and our NIST partners have been forced into new rolls with
new challenges and opportunities. We have seen many changes. Some of these changes have been beyond the control of
the Conference or the NIST Office of Weights and Measures. In the coming year, we will be facing some serious
challenges, and we are going to need serious and dedicated people working together to solve them. This Conference
never has and never will support persons or organizations who put self-interest above that of the Conference and the
weights and measures system in this country. We have all talked about and promised cooperation in the coming year, but
| would remind you, we will be judged by our actions and deeds.

Again, | would like to express my appreciation for allowing me this honor of being your Chairman. | ook forward to
seeing you at the January Interim Meeting in Bethesda, MD. and at our next Annual Meeting in Richmond, VA.
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2277 Hwy 36

Roseville, MN 55113
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Albany, NY 12235
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3125 101st Ave NE
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(800) 521-0951, FAX: (612) 785-7095
Email: george@durequip.com

Karl H. Angell, Jr.

WV Weights & Measures

570 McCorkle Ave West

St Albans, WV 25177

(304) 722-0602, FAX: (304) 722-0605
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Robert Atkins
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11012 S Garfield Avenue
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William Baker

APA Engineered Wood Assn

PO Box 11700

Tacoma, WA 98411-0700
(253)565-6600, FAX: (263)565-7265
Email: bill.baker@apawood.org

Steve Baker

International Paper Company

PO Box 809024

Dalias, TX 75380

(972) 934-4347, FAX: (972) 934-4018
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P-9

List of Participants

1999 Annual Meeting Attendees

Michael Magner

Price Chopper

501 Duanesburg Rd Box 1074
Schenectady, NY 12301
(518)356-8633, FAX:

Email: whtfluvs@capital.net
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