Materials Testing Advisory Committee (MTAC) Meeting Summary
Saturday, April 12, 2008, 8:00 AM
Ray Schiltz – Committee Chairman

Adam Gouker – A2LA Recording Secretary 

Sheraton Columbia Hotel

10207 Wincopin Circle

Columbia, MD

800 638 2817

Attendees:  Please reference the attendance list (see database generated MTAC list) located on the web.

1.  Introductions:

R. Schiltz welcomed all members and participants to the annual meeting of the A2LA Material Testing Advisory Committee.  A. Gouker was introduced as the new A2LA recording secretary.  
All members and participants introduced themselves and gave a brief description of their professional backgrounds.  

2.  Announcement:
Ray Schiltz was announced as the new MTAC Chair and John Knicely as the MTAC Vice Chair.  Thanks went out to Fred Fetterolf for his previous role as Chair
3.  Agenda:

Motion #1 to accept agenda as submitted: made by B. Lambert
 Seconded by J. Knicely

 All in favor by voice vote.
4.  Last Year’s Minutes – Review and Approve:

Motion #2 for no comments and to move forth with the 2008 meeting: made by B. Lambert

Seconded by T. Doggart

All in favor by voice vote

5.  MTAC Membership:
R. Schiltz referenced the excel spreadsheet that was projected to the screen in the front of the room and asked if everyone is on the list for members.  Some people did not see their names and changes were made where applicable.

ACTION ITEM #1:  A. Gouker needs to update list of MTAC members in the A2LA database with the “TC” code.  Due Date: May 31, 2008.
6.  Status of Action Items from 2007 Meeting:

A. Gouker stated that all action items stemming from the 2007 MTAC meeting have been closed.  A brief summary of what was completed was presented. 

A member of the committee requested a revisit to action item #9 from the 2007 meeting, regarding category I measurement uncertainty and the A2LA PT Requirements.  The member brought up the topic of Salt Spray testing, and whether or not proficiency testing was applicable.  Discussion followed regarding the fact that there were two types of analyses.  Many members said that the analysis regarding simple pass or fail results (rust or no rust) did not lend itself to formal proficiency testing participation.  One member of the committee pointed out that it is the assessors who determine whether or not formal PT is relevant.  The members of the committee were in general agreement that salt spray testing with pass/fail results did not require formal participation in a commercial PT program. 

7.  Follow-up Action Item #11 from 2007 MTAC meeting:

Action item #11 from the 2007 MTAC meeting was brought up for discussion and vote.  
A. Gouker reported on behalf of upper management that this decision had to be determined by the MTAC.  Management would then support the MTAC’s decision, based on their technical knowledge and background on the subject.  The item involved listing process analyzers on laboratory scopes of accreditation.  

Discussion followed on process analyzers and how they were addressed on scopes.  One member of the committee explained that process analyzers were a chemical instrument. Another member mentioned that he didn’t understand the need for either separation and/or grouping of these instruments.  The member who originally presented this topic in 2007 believed that the scopes will be easier to understand if the process analyzers are listed.  The idea would be to have one category and 8 or 9 tests listed underneath to make viewing more simple; for example –

Hardness Testing

Rockwell A, B, C…..

S. Steiro indicated that he would support this change as long as it wasn’t mandatory for the labs.  

Motion #3 to use Process Analyzer as an optional header on the A2LA scopes of accreditation: made by S. Lerman

Seconded by F. Fetterolf

All in favor via voice vote.
8.  Presentation on Color and Gloss (by G. Zerlaut)
: 

It was pointed out that problems are becoming apparent with the calibration of color and gloss.  A lab was accredited for a parameter and they did not possess the equipment for it.  The lab scopes can mislead the assessor by listing numerous tests together so they are hard to spot.  Assessors must look at the scope for color and make sure the lab isn’t being accredited for something that they cannot do.   

COLOR

No one is traceable for color (wave length) because no one has ever agreed on a reference.  Every OEM has their own color scale.  If there was a mandate for one wavelength, the OEMs would disagree. Green Tile – must be light to highlight the peak.  The lab should do this every six months, ideally quarterly.  The standard says “periodically” but assessors must use their own discretion.  Only calibration should be done with a NIST traceable reference.  

GLOSS

Gloss equipment is very sensitive to misalignment.  If there is a slight mechanical change it will throw the results off.  If the lab is internally consistent they will have good results.  The problem with calibrating gloss equipment is that they don’t go in and change things - they only determine if it is in tolerance using untraceable tiles.  Byk Gardner is not an acceptable calibration source.

A member of the committee asked if this is a T9 in-house calibration.  She stated that if they buy the appropriate tile, then they don’t have to go outside of the lab.  Gene answered by saying that it is not T9 as it is standardization, not calibration.  Color and Gloss are not traceable to the SI.  

A final point was made from a member of the committee which indicated that ASTM D523 has a paragraph in it for a secondary check for gloss, but that no one really adheres to this.  

9.  A2LA PT Requirements (P101 and P103a):
a.  Most Recent Revisions to the Aforementioned A2LA PT Documents –

The group spent a few moments going over the new revisions to the policies.  The PT checklist has been restructured to display easy cross-reference numbering to the policy, but the wording is still the same.  A. Gouker passed out a copy of these revised documents to the entire group.  

Discussion – NIST can set up some kind of PT program using the data obtained from calibrations and the overall results can be provided to everyone for comparison.  A. Gouker indicated this would be beneficial to add to the I106 document.  

b.  Is NIST Charpy Verification Really PT? (see following agenda items for discussion on this topic)
c.  Do we need to revise the PT annex and remove Impact as a sub-discipline, or is the NIST program applicable to our requirements?

Discussion – A member of the committee felt that NIST should be utilized once per year and Chavez as a PT, not as annual calibration.  Another member inquired as to the benefits for the lab to gain information from NIST.  As long as they are in the ellipse, then they don’t care about the data.  A third member responded by saying that he could see the benefit for trending purposes if NIST can provide a historical list.  A. Gouker stated that if NIST can provide PT, it should be utilized.  It was mentioned that if NIST were to do this they would need more data than just two points; they would have to be able to tell the lab what the standard deviation is.  Lastly, a member argued that the lab is more concerned with being in or out of the ellipse and that he doesn’t think the lab will care otherwise. 

A. Gouker questioned the group as to whether they thought that impact testing needed to stay in the annex.  The members were all in agreement that impact testing relates to other forms of testing than just Charpy.  There are programs offered by CTS for tests such as Izod, so the impact sub-discipline should remain in the annex.
It was mentioned that there may be value in the NIST verification for Charpy Impact Testing with regards to the management review and/or preventive action.  
A. Gouker stated that labs are asking where to go for the testing and he wanted to know where we should send them. A member of the committee indicated that she has been endorsing Dirats for testing Charpy Impact.  
D. Berg indicated that someone he knew was interested in being placed on the list as an approved PT provider.  A. Gouker told him that the PT provider needed to contact A2LA to discuss being added.

A. Gouker asked if anyone in the group was interested in informing the labs of the NIST verification.  R. Schiltz indicated that there were still too many questions and S. Steiro expressed an interest in asking NIST to provide the labs with additional information.
ACTION ITEM #2:  Contact NIST to gather more information to give to labs regarding PT testing for Charpy Impact Testing – To be completed by A. Gouker by June 30, 2008.
ACTION ITEM #3:  Investigate adding NIST to I106 (Available Proficiency Testing Programs) for Charpy Impact Testing – To be completed by A. Gouker by June 30, 2008.

d.  How to apply the “4-year” requirement for a lab’s documented PT Plan.
The plan should be four years forward unless the lab indicated otherwise on their PT pan (i.e. “continuous cycle” or some other like statement).
Everything must be addressed on a given scope.  A lab must clarify if they are going to do RR or internal checks in lieu of PT.  They need to give all the details of how they are going to do the RR and/or internal QC check in documented procedures – not on the PT plan itself.  The only items on the PT plan should be testing activities.  The A2LA PT policy meets 5.9, but 5.9 doesn’t necessarily meet the A2LA PT policy.
A laboratory member who was present expressed her concern over being locked into a particular procedure because certain conditions during that time period may cause a deviation from that procedure.  When procedures overlap with 5.9, there needs to be a predetermined plan and/or schedule.

Plan can say that “these tests are commercially available, and the other tests fall under 5.9” – however, this section on the PT checklist is blackened prohibiting the selection of “NA”.  

ACTION ITEM #4:  Look into the possibility of removing the blackened area on the PT checklist that prohibits the entry of “N/A”.  Review areas of all the other checklists to determine whether or not the blackened areas are applicable in all situations for prohibiting the selected of “N/A” – To be completed by A. Gouker by June 30, 2008.
e. Any changes to the PT Annex for Mechanical, Chemical, or A&V fields?

No Comments. 
f. Are there any new commercial programs available that would be applicable to MTAC laboratories (other than those listed on the A2LA document I106)?

No Comments.
10.  ASTM E23:
It appears that the Chavez reference in the ASTM standard is deleted now (although this could not be confirmed as no one had a recent copy to review at the meeting).  Chavez is on the NIST website, but may not be in the specification.  

If Chavez becomes accredited they are ok as a reference material provider, but there must be traceability information on the certificate.  Chavez is not considered acceptable if they are not in ASTM E23 and on the NIST website, but if they are found within these two sources they would be considered acceptable.  

If a lab is using Chavez, then the lab needs to verify that the references are traceable to the 3 machines in Boulder.  Chavez can be the provider of traceable artifacts and the lab can do their own calibrations.  

Final Verdict:  Write a deficiency against T1 for using Chavez as a calibration service and T9 for using only their artifacts (for in-house calibrations) if they are not traceable. 

11.  MU Annex Revisions:
a. BIFMA standard ANSI/BIFMA X5.5 category I 
BIFMA has no authority to determine what does or doesn’t qualify for needing MU.  Furniture lab fixtures do not have to be verified, however, A2LA is requesting it for the next round.  There is one test that they do that can be considered a category IV (test name not specifically mentioned).  One assessor believed that the tests are too accurate to begin with.  One member thought that the lab can determine for themselves whether or not they need MU.

ACTION ITEM #5:   Find out if section 5.5 BIFMA has been officially updated at this time, and report back to the committee – To be completed by A. Gouker by June 30, 2008.
b. Category I or IV?  Pass/Fail is a category I – reporting a burn rate is category IV.  

Motion #4 to divide Flammability tests (FMVSS 302, SAE J369, and GM9070P) into category I or IV tests: made by J. Knicely

Seconded by G. Cornell

All in favor via voice vote. 
ACTION ITEM #6:  Divide Flammability tests (FMVSS 302, SAE J369, and GM9070P) into category I or IV tests in the A2LA document P103a – To be completed by A. Gouker by June 30, 2008.

c. Density per ASTM D297, 16.3 category IV?
Motion #5 to make ASTM D297, 16.3 a category IV test:  made by G. Cornell 

Seconded by G. Zerlaut

All in favor via voice vote.

ACTION ITEM #7:   Add ASTM D297, 16.3 as a category IV test in the A2LA document P103a – To be completed by A. Gouker by June 30, 2008.  
d. Coating Weight per ASTM A428, from category IV to category II

Motion #6 to have Coating Weight ASTM A428 changed to a category II test: made by S. Steiro

Seconded by F. Fetterolf

All in favor via voice vote

ACTION ITEM #8:  Make Coating Weight per ASTM A428 a category II test in the A2LA document P103a – To be completed by A. Gouker by 
June 30, 2008.

Additional Thoughts:
A member of the committee made a motion to change the instrumental analysis to a category III.  Most other attendees indicated that it should remain a category II and so the motion was withdrawn.  
Someone questioned whether we should we do MU on each type of material tested (i.e. plastic, metal so forth).  He indicated that it would cover variability in the different materials.  Another person said that we are looking at the measurement capabilities of the equipment and that is it.  This was an observation only.  
12.  Identification of material specifications on the A2LA Scopes:
Some assessors claim that A2LA staff is inconsistent with their responses regarding this topic.  A307 is a specific issue and doesn’t have a test method embedded in it.  

ACTION ITEM #9:  What is difference between a test method and material spec?  Assessors need guidance on this.  A. Gouker to send email to all members on MTAC to clarify issue, and also investigate revisions to assessment processes so that material specs are more easily identified during the assessment – To be completed by A. Gouker by 
June 30, 2008.

13.  Notification on the changes to A2LA assessor checklist:
One assessor said he has been giving the lab the Ad checklist to fill out themselves.   

Motion #7 to revise the A2LA Ad Policy Checklist: made by S.Lerman

Seconded by F. Fetterolf

All in favor via voice vote. 

ACTION ITEM #10:  Speak with upper management about revising the A2LA Ad Policy checklist to reflect only the items that are assessable (checklist could be condensed into a few pages in comparison to what it is now) – To be completed by A. Gouker by June 30, 2008.
An assessor questioned why the checklist was broken down to begin with (into separate sections for each A2LA normative document).  A member of A2LA staff who was present said that the labs were not happy about the entire checklist being revised whenever one of A2LA’s normative documents was updated.  Some assessors wanted to know if A2LA can provide the labs with the checklists (all except the 17025 checklist) so that the assessors do not have to carry them around.
Motions #8 to have A2LA provide the labs with the checklists so that the assessors will not have to bring them to the assessment: made by J. Pio

Seconded by Mrs. R. Schiltz

All in favor via voice vote

ACTION ITEM #11:  Investigate the possibility of providing the lab with all checklists (PT, Ad and Traceability checklists) ahead of time so that assessors will not have to bring them to the assessment.  – To be completed by A. Gouker by June 30, 2008.

14.  Compliance to the A2LA Traceability Policy for Certificates of Rockwell Hardness Blocks:
Upper A2LA management states that a deficiency should be cited for New South (NS) and/or Gilmore Diamond Tools (GDT), Inc. taking David Ellis’ information.  NS and GDT should include DE’s certificate on their reports in order to avoid a deficiency.  Assessors do not like the additional requirement to have a certificate added to the report because the certificate might get lost.  Some assessors think the certificates look fine as they are.  These subcontractors are taking DE’s cert, placing their own name on the cert, and leaving DE’s name at the bottom. 

15.  Flammability Cabinets for FMVSS 302:
Make sure that the holes are not covered with debris from previous tests.  

D. Fritz wanted the other assessors to be aware of cabinets made by Suga.  He indicated the need for them to be checked thoroughly.  There is an offshore requirement that deviates from what our assessors are accustomed to.  Namely, the flame is supposed to bisect the material, however, the new offshore item requires the flame only to touch the material which alters the results.  

ACTION ITEM #12:  Identify individuals to provide a brief training session at the 2009 conclave on FMVSS 302 (Flammability of Interior Materials) – to be completed by A. Gouker by May 31, 2008.    

16.  Calibration vs. Verification Interpretation (Is OES equipment calibrated or standardized using traceable references?):  
An assessor stated that the definition of calibration is the correlation of instrument response; once standardized it will restore that equipment to its original state.  

A lab argued that the vender calibrates the equipment before it is shipped.  Therefore initial calibrations were performed by non-accredited calibration bodies.

MTAC consensus on the difference between calibration vs. verification – The assessors feel that the labs are already in compliance with too much of T9.  See the following motion for the resolution. 
MOTION #9 to determine that the T9 requirements are not applicable to instrumental chemistry: made by F. Fetterolf  

Seconded by: G. Zerlaut

By raise of hands:

Yes:  16

No:  6

Motion Carried.  No deficiencies will be cited for T9 for instrumental chemistry.  

ACTION ITEM #13:  Present the interpretation that T9 requirements are not applicable to Instrumental Chemistry to the A2LA Criteria Council for a formal write-up on the A2LA website, “understanding ISO/IEC 17025” – to be completed by A. Gouker by June 30, 2008.
17.  Ultrasonic Instrumentation:
Do not cite deficiencies against labs that have their ultrasonic instrumental testing calibrated by a non A2LA recognized calibration provider.  
18.  Assessor Alignment

The following topics were brought up prior to the MTAC meeting by members of the committee.  These were areas that assessors felt should be discussed among the MTAC.  For more official interpretations, members were instructed to review the A2LA website, www.a2la.org.  If official interpretations were to be posted as a result of this discussion, they would be taken as action items to be voted on by the criteria council.

a. Use of pencil vs. ink to record data on calibration certificates, test reports, data sheets, internal audits, etc…

Not mandated to use pen only.  

b. 4.3.2.2.b - How do you ensure this clause gets done?  What detail is expected?  
Do not address unless something goes wrong that would prompt action.  If what they are using is correct, then the clause is fulfilled.  During internal audits this gets reviewed.

c. 4.3.2.2.c – How does this clause apply to labs that test to earlier revisions of a standard than those currently published?

The customers decided what is obsolete.  If a customer wants it then so be it.  It comes down to the contract review to determine whether the clients want it or not.  Not a deficiency if the customer asks for the particular document.  
d. 4.6.3 – What to expect on a purchase order for a calibration service?

  If the lab gets what they need – no deficiency.  

e. 4.12.1 – What is expected from the lab in the form of evidence?

  No resolution  

f. 5.2.5 – What evidence to look for to show compliance?

  Looking for all actual records.

g. 5.4.2 – How does a lab confirm that it can properly operate standard methods before introducing the tests or calibrations (How does this differ from an internal audit)?

Assessors agreed that this is evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  
h. 5.4.5.3 – Is there an accuracy standard?

  No.
i. A2LA Ad. Policy, sec 3.1 – Expected compliance dates for new applicants vs. labs that are already accredited (indication of type of organization accredited)

 New applicants must make the changes this October (2008) and renewal labs by  October 2009.

j. A2LA Conditions for Accreditation, item 12 – Is it appropriate to cite a deficiency if there is evidence to suggest that a lab has been lax in reporting personnel changed to A2LA in a timely fashion?

The lab has 30 days to notify A2LA of essential personnel changes; a deficiency will result if notice comes later than those 30 days.

19.  Guidelines for assessing the following:  

a. Acoustics and Vibrations (D. McCully) – Please refer to Attachment 2 for more details on this presentation.
b. Salt Spray (B. Foncannon) – Although the majority of the information presented on this topic was proprietary, please refer to Attachment 3, which was a main topic of discussion.
c. In-House Calibration of Load Cells (C. Blank) – Please refer to Attachment 4 for more details on this presentation.
20.  New Revisions of ASTM E10 and E18 Released (traceability requirements of indentures used in testing):

The committee discussed recent changes to these documents regarding the annexes, and “accreditation” requirements.
21.  Any Requested Revisions to the MTAC Bylaws:  

None

22.  Adjourn MTAC Meeting:

Motion #10 to adjourn MTAC meeting: made by F. Fetterolf
Seconded by R. Schiltz

All in favor via voice vote
Minutes prepared by Diana S. Gavin, Accreditation Officer.
� Please refer to Attachment 1, for more information on Color and Gloss.
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