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August 30, 2008

Mr. Toby Hall
President

CMI, Inc.

316 East 9™ Street
Owensboro, KY 42303

Subject: CMI, Inc. Intoxilyzer 8000 Filters
Dear Mr. Hall:

| am writing in response to State v Atkins, etal, an Orange County Court Order, and to gather
information regarding the CM|, inc. Intoxilyzer 8000. In order to provide information to this
court, | will need the following questions answered:

1. Is the CM|, Inc. intoxilyzer 8000 used in the state of Florida listed on the US Department of
Transportation Conforming Products List of Evidential Breath Measurement Devices?

. Is there more than one make, brand and model of CMI, Inc. Intoxilyzer 80007

. What is the micron wavelength of each filter used in the Intoxilyzer 80007

. Were the same micron wavelength filters in the Intoxilyzer 8000(s) sent to the US
Department of Transportation in 2001 for evaluation and inclusion on the Conforming
Products List? And again in the instruments sent for software version 8100.26 and 8100.27
evaluation by the US DOT in 20077

. Have the micron wavelength of the filters ever changed? ,

. Can you explain the discrepancies between the micron wavelength of the filters listed in the
CMI, Inc. Intoxilyzer 8000 brochure, the CMI, Inc. Instrument Specifications Summary, the
CMI, Inc. Intoxilyzer 8000 Parts List, and the information listed in the Federal Register?

| have attached a copy of the Orange County Court Order, and each of the documents listed in
item 6 for your review. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely, b r Q n

Laura D. Barfieid
Alcohol Testing Program Manager
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Defendants.
!

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT'S REQUEST TO PRQDUCE

THIS CAUSE having come on before an En Banc panel of the Orange County
Court on February I, 2008 , February 4. 2008 and again for additional testimony on June
9. 2008 and the Court having reviewed the files, all Defense motions. State's response.
counsel’s written arguments and being otherwise duly advised on the premises. the Court
finds as follows:

The Defendant’s motions at bar question the legality of the promulgation of the
Florida Department of Law Enforcement (hercinafter FDLE) rules pertaining to the
Intoxilyzer 8000 and its use in the State of Florida. The motions challenge whether the
FDLE Rules constitute an invalid exercise of delegated legislative authority under
Chapter 120 of the Floridu .-1dmh;i.\'lrulive Procedure Act, whether they have been

properly promulgated and whether they are scientifically sufficient to ensure reliability.

Additionally. the Defendants have raised ather questions regarding the scientific
methudology and reliability of the machine. Specificatly, the Defendant’s contend FDLE
has made “substantial moditications™ 1 the Intoxilyzer 8000 and question whether or not

itis an approved instrument under FDLE rules. Finadly. the Defendants requested 10

inspect the interior, electrical and computer components of the [ntoxils 2er 8000 as well




as the software and source code for the computer programs used in the operation of the |
instrument and the instrument’s qualitative and quantitative analvsis of and calculation of
breath alcohol content to insure that they work in a scientitic manner.
The Court has subject matter jurisdiction over these matters pursuant to Bender v.
State, 382 So. 2d 697 (Fla. 1980).
When the prosecution presents testimony in evidence concerning motor vehicle
driver intoxication which includes an approved alcohol test method by a properly
licensed operator, the fact finder may presume that the test procedure is reliable.
the operator is qualified, and the presumptive meaning of the test as set forth in
section 322.262(2) is applicable. Bender v. State, 382 So. 2d 697 (Fla. 1980).
Further. the Bender Court recognized the Defendant could “attack the reliability of the
testing procedures, qualifications of the operator, and the standards establishing the zones
of intoxicant levels.™ The statutory frame work has eliminated the need for the
prosecution to establish the meaning of the test results by expert testimony and assumes
the test is reliable. In approving the procedure, the Florida Supreme Court found a proper
exercise of authority where the defendant has a “right to their individual proceeding to
attack the reliability of the testing procedures™ Bender at 697. See also, State v.
Donaldson , 379 So. 2d 728. (Fla. 1991); Robertson v. State. 604 So. 2d 783 (Fla. 1992).
Notwithstanding the provisions of Florida's implied consent statute (sections

316.1932 and 316.1934, Florida Statutes). Florida Rule Criminal Procedure 3.220

established the Defendant’s right to discovery and provides a proeedure for obtaining

additional discovery ~as the Court may require™. (Fla. R. Crim, P, 3.220(1).
The Court declines 1o rule at this time on uny of the motions filed relating to

Defendant’s chatlenge of the implied consent program’s compliance with FDLE rules

and whether the FDLE rules as applied are in compliance with Florida Senutes.




However, the Court does find Defendant’s arguments questioning the status of the
instrument as an “approved™ instrument under Florida's implied consent statute section
316.1932(1Xa) to be competling,

In order for a breath testing instrument to be approved for forensic’evident iary use
in Florida. the instrument must mect the requirements of FDLE Form 34, Instrument
Evaluation Procedures. First, Form 34 requires the instrument to be listed on the United
States® Department of Transportation Conforming Product List (hereinafter U.S.
D.O.T.CPL). Second. the instrument must he able to meet several accuracy benchmarks
outlined in Form 34,

In April 2002, Ms. Laura Barfield, the head of FDLE's Alcohol Testing Program,
received two Intoxilyzer 8000°s using software version 8100.09 from CMI.
Inc.(hereinafter CMI), manufacturer of the instrument. She testified there “were issues™
during the first attempt to evaluate the instruments resulting in the suspension of the
testing. Thereafter, the two instruments were returned to CMI. In May 2002, FDLE
received the same two instruments back from CMI. However. the instruments now had
software version 8100.10 installed in them. Those instruments were re-evaluated by Ms.
Barfield pursuant to Form 34.  During the second attcmpt to cvaluate them., onl.y one of
the instruments met all the Form 34 requirements  The second instrument’s evaluation
was stopped  when it began to inappropriately emit smoke.

In the October 3. 2002 Federal Register (Vol 67, No 192), the Intoxils zer 8000
was added to the U.S. D.O.T. CPL. The description read as follows “lntoxilyzer 8000

manufactured by CMI. Inc. of Owensboro, KY. This device is a nun-dispersive infrared

device which wuses the 3.4 micron and the 9 micron band tcmphasis added) for




measurement of alcohol. N is powered by 120 volts AC power or by 12 valts DC power
from a car battery™.

Based on the one evaluated instrumeni. I'DLE proceeded through the rule
promulgation process and the Intoxilyzer 8000 was subscquently added as an approved
instrument in chapter 11D-8 effective November 5. 2002. The Intoxilyzer 8000 with
software version 8100.26 was deployed for usc in the State of Florida on March 27. 2006

In September 2006, Stuart Hyman. Esquire. informed Ms. Barfield that he had
uncovered several problems with the instruments in use in Orange County. First, Mr.
Hyman showed several examples of breath test tickets/affidavits showing a zero volume
sample and breath alcohol result. Second, he showed examples of breath test
tickets/affidavits showing samples being given odzside the three minute time limit for
giving successive samples which were not flagged. Finally. Mr. Hyman was able to show
that many of the instruments were not reliably reporting or determining when an
insufficient sample was provided by the test subject. He provided Ms. Barfield with
numerous breath test tickets/aflidavits showing the instrument failed to report the
deficiency of the sample volume. In testimony, Ms. Barficld maintained that she does a
comprehensive review of the test results before they are posted on the internet; however.
neither she or any representative of FDLE noticed the volume or time problems.

In a lever dated October S, 2006, Ms. Barlield expiained she had contacted CMI
and detenmined the cause of the problem to be “missing instructions™ in the version
8100.26 software. As a result, CMI developed soltware version 8100.27 which was then

installed in all of the Intoxilyzer 8000s in use in the State of Florida., Software version

8100.27 remuins in use today. Although. Ms. Barlield testificd that soltwiare version




8100.27 ~fixed™ the “volume not met™ problem with software version 8100.26. the
Defendants produced numerous breath test tickets-alfidavits from instruments utilizing
software version 8100.27 which still exhibited problems determining the sufficiency of
the sample volume. Those breath test tickets/affidavits showed tests which were tflagged
as “volume not met”™ where a sufficient sample was provided.

Dr. Harvey Myler the defense’s electrical/computer engineering expert. testified
he believes the identified anomalies in the operation of the Intoxilyzer 8000 stem from
problems/mistakes in the software or source code. However, he is unable to determine the
specific cause or extent of the problem without examining the software or source code.
Based on the identified problems with the Intoxilyzer 8000. it is his opinion that the
instrument is not scientifically reliable.

FDLE Rule 11D-8.003 lists the Intoxilyzer 8000 using software evaluated by the
Department in accordance with Instrument Evaluation Procedures FDLE/ATP Form 34 -
Rev. March 2004 as an approved “breath test (instrument] for evidentiary use...™ The
Rule does NOT however specify the electrical component configuration or computer
software version of the approved Intoxilyzer 8000. The Court does find that the
defendants have demonstrated the Intoxilyzer 8000s in use throughout Florida contain
different electrical cumﬁnncnt configurations and computer software and that there have
been chanyges made to the interiors af' some instruments- - inclucding changes that were
made as a result of "anomalies™ in the instrument’s performance that were not properly
documented.  This causes the Court concern with regard to the changes in FDLE Rule

FELB-003¢5). Prior w the 2004 change. the rule reguired the manufacturer to notify

FDLE in writing prior to making any maditications and for FDLE to approve such




modifications pursuant to the Form 34 guidelines. No such requirement exists in the rule
subsequent to its 2004 amendment. A change in the instrument no longer requires FDLE
' to do Form 34 approval. The rule now allows FDLE to merely “evaluate™ the instrument.
The testimony and evidence clearly established FDILE and Ms. Barfield have
little or no true knowledge or comprehension of the computer sofiware and source code at
work in the instrument or the modifications made to the computer software or source
code since the approval of the Intoxilyzer 8000. (i.e.. Ms. Barfield could only testify
about what CMI has said or indicated about the source code or sofiware since FDLE
never possessed it nor understands how it functions). Throughout these proceedings. the
State has been unable to produce a single witness from CMI. who might have a
comprehension of the software and source code and could give testimony about it.
Further, there were changes to the breath hose, tall feet. power supply coils. instrument
case and the undocumented replacement of a screw in the purge valve with a screw of a
different size because of “issues™ with the purge feature of the instrument. The
documentation concerning those changes. which Ms. Barfield termed “Florida Updates™.
made no mention of the changing of the screw. When asked why it wasn"1t documented.
Ms. Barfield responded,*Its only a screw™. The combination of the FDLE Rule | | D8-
003(5) rule changes, the above listed issues with the reliability of the Intoxilyzer 8000
and CMI's refusal to provide schematics, software. source code. release notes, and other
documentation required to provide insight to the Court regarding the instrument’s
approvul status and method of uperation leads the Court to wonder if CMI may be hiding
some delect or shortcoming of the instrument. which places the defense in the position of

being denied evidence material to their defense and in the unenviable position of proving




something to the Court without being given the tools necessary to do so. This flies in the
face of the rights and guarantees of criminal defendams provided by the Florida Rules
of Criminal Procedure. Florida Statutes. Florida Administrative Rules and even the
Florida Constitution.

Therefore. in the instant case, the Defendants must 10 be allowed to sce the
source code and the release notes and all requested documentation. Without them. the
Defendant will be unable to “attack the cetiability of the testing procedures and the
standards establishing the zones of intoxicant levels™ which the Florida Supreme Court's

nder decision clearly held to be required to ensure faimess in the application of the

provisions of Florida's implied consent statute (sectit;ns 316.1952 and 316.1934, Florida
Statutes) . It may well be that this code, these notes and supporting documentation do not
reveal a “substantial” modification or problem—but based on the evidence presented this
information is material to the defense under Florida Rule of Criminal Procedure 3.220().

The Court previously found that the source code was not “material™ under Florida
Rule of Criminal Procedure 3.220(f)X2) and denied prior Defendants' the right to require
CMI to produce same. However due to the additional testimony and cvidence detailed
above, the Court now finds the source code for all software versions of the Intoxilyzer
R000 which have been or are operating in the State of Florida. their accompanying release
notes and supporting dncu:ﬁcms to be material.

The Court believes that a simple “non-disclosure™ agreement consistent with
mdustry standands in which the reviewing expert promises the following would be

sufficient to proteet any secret intellectual property of CMI:




(@

(b)

(c)

(d

(e)

The code/notes produced are provided solely for the legal purposes
detailed in this Order;

The reviewer shall keep the source code and release notes in strict
confidence

Neither the source code nor the release notes may be disclosed, in part or
in total. to any third party without obtaining the written permission of CMlI
prior to disclosure.

Any entity receiving the source code or the release not'cs shall not refér to
them in any manner in any news release, advertising or otherwise disclose
their contents to any other entity unless specified herein.

That the reviewer may share the information provided to individuals
working on behalf of the Defendants and the Court subject to their

execution of identical non-disclosure statements.

So that the remedy is clear, the Court is not compelling CM\, the State of Florida

or FDLE to disclose the source code, release notes and supporting documents: however

if the code, notes and supporting documentation are not provided, then the Defense has

been denied material evidence in support of their defense that the instrument is not an

approved Lest as required by the implied consent statutes. [t the defense is denied this

evidence then the proper remedy is to prohibit the State from the benefit of the implicd

consent statutes.  Thus. the State would be denied the benefits of section 316.1934,

Florida Statutes. which gives them the presumptions of impairment and the shortened

predicate for admissibility of the test result under subscction (5).




In addition. the testimony and evidence causes the Court 1o question whether the
Intoxilyzer 8000 in use in Florida is properly listed on the U.S. D.O.T. CPL as required
by subsection | of Form 34. As previously noted. the Intoxilyzer 8000 fisted on the CPL
in the October 3. 2002 Federal Register (Vol 67. No 197) specifically indicated the
Intoxilyzer 8000 used the 3.4 micron and the 9 micron band. Defendant presented
testimony show;ing CMI promotional materials. an operator’s manual and other materials
and testimony that indicated the Intoxilyzer 8000 in use in Florida used the 3.0 or the 3.4
or the 3.476 micron band and the 9.0 or the 9.3 or the 9.376 or the 9.4 micron band. If
the Intoxilyzer 8000 in use in Florida uses any micron bands other than the 3.4 and 9.0
micron band it is not on the U.S. D.O.T. CPL . Ms. Barfield was unable to testify with
any certainty as to the micron bands in use in the [ntoxilyzer 8000. She testified she
believed they used the 3.4 micron and the 9.376 micron band. If that is the case, the
Intoxilyzer 8000 being used in Florida does not appear on the U.S. D.O.T. CPL and
therefore can NOT be an approved breath testing instrument in Florida entitled to the
benefits of the implied consent statutes (§316.1934. Fla. Stat.).

Although mindful of the ruling in Mog vs. State, 944 So. 2d. 1096 (Fla. 5th DCA,
2006). the Court finds that decision to be factually distinguishabic from the case at bar. In
_Mue the parties stipulated that the instrument had been tested in accordance with
applicable regulations and that all of the tests revealed that the instrument's test results
were within acceptable tolerances. There were no such stipulations in the cases at bar. In
fact. the Defense motions in Jarge pant challenge the ven things the parties stipulated 0

in Moe.

LTSRN




On June 11.2008. Florida®s Third District Court of Appeal in State v. Bastos. 33
Fla. L. Weekly D1541a (Fla. 3d DCA June 11, 2008) held =...the present record
{emphasis added) does not support the conclusion that the proposed testimony and
documents are “material™ for purposes of the Uniform Law™ The decision went on to
say:

The defendants are entitled to bring torth testimony. or conduct
testing. to demonstrate that intereferents vield false positives or skew the
machine’s readings. However, we cannot accept the proposition that
simply because a piece of testing equipment is used in a criminal case. it
follows that the source code for its computer must be turned over. There
would need to be a particularized showing demonstrating that observed
discrepancies in the operation of the machine necessitate access to the

source code. We are unable to see that any such evidence was brought
forth in the evidentiary hearing below.

The Court finds the Bustos case to be distinguishable from the case at bar. First,
that decision involved the production of the source code for an Intoxilyzer 5000. Second,
the court limited the decision to the factual. situation and evidence presented by the
Defendants. They held “The testimony in the trial court made clear that the problem of
false positives is inherent in the design of the infrared portion of the machine. In the
absence of a more particularized showing. we are unable to conclude that the materiality

standard was met.” Id. Clearly. the evidence presented by Bastos dealt with the

Intoxilyzer 5000°s design and its ability or inability to detect intereferents  stemming
trom the design of the infrared portion of the machine-not the computer software it used.
The Court finds thut unlike the Defendants in Bastos, the Detendants in the cases at bar
did make a “particularized showing™ of anomalies in the operation of the Intoxilyrer

8000 stemming from the computer control sotiware in use in instrument.




The Court agrees with District Judge Jack Nordby from Hennepin County
Minnesota who stated: “(Jiust us a person who chooses to drive impliedly consents 1 the
testing of hix system for intoxicants. u .\'élh'r or user of u testing instrument imp.licdl,\'
consents o the full di.s'cln.mrf.’ and testing of ull aspects of the device.™ (State of
Minnesota v. Hagen Fourth Judicial District Court, Case CR 07-105717. December 10,
2007.)

In response to the State”s claim that it does not have the codes and therefore
cannot produce them, the Court finds Judge Nordby's words persuasive:

“[TThis is because the manufacturer refuses (o release them. but this is
hardly relevant to the immediate question. The State cannot proffer evidence and
then claim immunity from the obligation to show its evidentiary foundation,
especially not on behalf of a private non party...this secrecy also endangers the
State’s ability to prosecute accused drunken drivers. and in this sense the public as
well as the accused driver has a stake. The public therefore no less than an
accused driver should bc outraged at the non disclosure...it is a crime even to
refuse to submit to this devise. That this could be so. constitutionally. implies a
very high confidence in its reliability, to the degree indeed that the driver is
entitled to know that everything about the device is open to inspection and
analysis that will assure the most hardened skeptic that its reading is true, accurate
and reliable. Is it thinkable, constitutionally, that our socicty could imprison
persons who simply decline to take a test on a machine to whose design,
construction, and functioning they do not have complete access?™
(State of Minnesota v. Hagen Fourth Judicial District Court, Case C'R #7-105717.
December 10, 2007.) :

ITIS THEREFORE ORDERED AND ADJUDGED AS FOLLOWS:

A The Court reserves ruling on Deferdant 's Motions 1o Suppress or in
Limine with Regard to Imoxilyzer and hitoxilyzer Test Results hased upon the
Insufficiency of the FDLE Rules amid a Request for a Fryve Hearing.

B.  The Court is uncertain that the Intoxilyzer 8000 in use in the State of

Florida is listed on the UGS, D.O.T. CPL as required hy subsection I of Form 34.




Thercfore. until the State establishes the micron bands in use on the instruments in use in
the State of Florida are in compliance with the instrument listed on the U.S. D.O.T, CPL.
the State must first lay the proper traditional scientific predicate as to the admissibility of
the Intoxilyzer results before the breath test results may be admitted into evidence.

C. The Court finds the source code to be material under Florida Rule of
Criminal Procedure 3.220 (f) (2) and the release notes to be necessary for the
interpretation of same.

D. The Court GRANTS the Defendant’s Request for Production of the
source code for the original Intoxilyzer 8000 and the source code for all updates as well
as the release notes that correspond to the original code. updates and related documents.

E. The source code and electronic build files for all software versions and
corresponding release notes and supporting documents are to be provided to the defense
within twenty one (21) days of this order; however the State may request a continuance
for said production should the State be able to provide a good faith basis for both the
need for additional time and anticipation of production. The source code and electronic
build files include the C, C++ and assembly source files, libraries and make files that are
nceded to compile the system.

F.. Until such time as these materials are provided. the State must first lay
the proper traditional scientific predicate as o the admissibility of the Intoxilyzer results
before the breath test results may be admitted into evidence. Assuming the Siate is able
to fay the preper predicate. the breath test result will be admitted. however the

presumptions of impairment contained in the Florida Jury Instructions will not be given,




G. This Order does not apply to any Defendant’s who were deemed 1o have

refused to ke a breath tost.

DONE AND ORDERED in Chambers. Orlando, Orange County, Florida. this the
2 day of 20008.

! /\ -

! Orange Caunty Judge

-STEVE !}wrm' \

Orange County Judge

_.UJQ-&-zu( S

WAYNE SQOIEMAKJSIQ
Orange County Judge -

—~—,

e e

/
N T Y AU
MAUREEN BELL  f
Orange County Judge

- e

A Y




MARTHA ADAMS
Orange County Judge

FAYE ALLEN
Orange County Judge

- S

[.LEON CHEEK
Orange County Judge

DEBORAH ANSBR
Orange County Judge
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MARK WEXTROM
Orange Cognty Judye

™ MICTIALL MILLER 7
Orange County Judyge
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Certificate of Service

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing

has been furnished to the Office of the State Attorney, Ninth Judicial Circuit

Court, Wayne C. Wooten, 415 North Orange Ave., Orlando, FL 32802;
Stuart I. Hyman, Esq., 1520 E. Amelia Ave., Orlando, FL 32803: and

Joerg F. Jaeger, Esq., 217 E. Ivanhoe Bivd., North, Orlando, FL 32804, via

U.S. Mail this 23™ day of June, 2008.
JQM~)(:) 0\""‘\" 'L\

.

Sarah J. Sanchez -7

Judicial Assistant
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- no ionger manufactured and are no agency has no knowledge of eny such writing that this unit is totally obsolets,
longer in use. They are: (1) Alco.Tector  devices in use. (2) The AE-D1 no longer in use and no longer in
Model 500, mamzc(md by Decstor manufactured by Lion Laboratories, Ltd. uction.

Electropics of Dscator, Ilinois, This af Cardiff, Wales, UK. The menufacturar ~ The CPL kas besn amended to add the
device was introduced mors than 30 has confirmed in writing tharthis unit  seven instruments identified above to
yeoars ago. It has not been manufactured  is totally obsolste, no longer in use and the list, and to remove the three

for at least 20 years, and its no langer in production. (3) The Auto-  instruments also identified ebove.
manufacturer is no longer in existence.  Alcolmeter manuhctund!gy Lion In accordance with the foregoing, the
It wauid be impassible to repair because Laboratories, Ltd. of Cardiff Wales, UK.  CPL is therefore amandsd. as set farth
teplacement parts are not available. The The manufacturer has also confirmed in  below.

CONFORMING PRODUCTS LIST OF EVIDENTIAL BREATH MEASUREMENT DEVICES

Manufachurer and model Mobile Nonmobile
Aleohol Countormeasure Sysiams Corp., Misslasaugs, Ontario, Canada:
Alert JJAD* X X
Alerl JAX. oc X X
PBA3000C X X
X X
CAMEC Ltd., Norih Shiekis, Tyne and Ware, Englond IR Breath Analyzer* X X

Intoxityzer Model:
200 X X
200D X X
300 X X
400 X X
400PA X X
1400 X X
4011* X X
4011A° X X
4C11AS" X X
4011AS-A" X X
4011AS-AQ"* X X
4011 AW* X X
- 4011A27-10100* X X
4011A27-10100 with fillar" X X
5000 X X
5000 (w/Cal. Vapor Re-Circ.) X X
5000 (w3/8” ID Hose oplion) X X
5000CD X X
S000CO/FGS X X
BO00EN ......cooucmsesamaresiassears s anssossessasonses et sensressarasansssemssns sosses s1ossesetasassssssssernsameese sortonsmetsners somsersese sumre X X
5000 (CAL DQJ) - X X
S000VA .. ..... X X
8000 X X
PAC 1200° X X
S-D2 X X
5-Ds X X
Draeger Safesty, inc.. Durango, CO:
Alcotest Model:
7010° X X
7110° X X
7110 MKl X X
7110 MKIll-C X X
7410 X X
7410 Plus X X
Breathalyzer Model:
800° X X
B00A" X X
900BG" X X
7410 . X X
7410-0 X X
Gaif's inc., Lexington, KY: Alcohol Detactior: System-A.D.S. 500 X X
intoximeters, Inc., St. Louls, MO:
Photo Electric Inkoximeler” X
GC Intoxmeter MK II* X X
GC intixdmeter MK Iv* X X
Auto Intoximeter* X X
Intoumeter Model:
3000* X X
—— 300C (rev B1)" X X
3000 (rev B2)* X b
3000 (rev B2A)" X X
3000 (rev B2A) w/FM option® X X




Low Power Mode
The instrument optionally can enter a
lower power mode when not
performing  testing. The time
interval between last activity and low
power fall back is user defined.

Remote Activation
Instrument can be activated by a
phone call for communications and
remote testing when in low power
mode.

Calibration
Instrument is capable of performing
single or multi-point calibrations.
The process will be controlled via
computer in house or by a memu
driven sequence for stand alone, field
calibration.

Re-circulation

Instrument can be used with a
simulator in a re-circulation mode to
extend the life of a wet simulator's
solution. The new CMI digital
simulator attaches to the instrument
without heated tubing while
providing re-circulation.

PERFORMANCE

Range
0.003 to 0.600 grarn/210 liters (0.015
to 3.000mg/L)

s e AAAARAARA ST

3% or + .003 grams/210 liters,

Flas 102300
Versien 1.1
Interferent Detection
Meets OIML specifications.
Analvticgl
Dusl Wavelength

The instrument analyzes the sampie
at two wavelengths: 3.4 uM and 9.36
uM.

Pulsed Source
The instrument eliminates the need
for a mechanical chopper in the
analytical section by using a fixed
pulsed source.

Internal Standard
An intemal standmd will be
performed by varying the power to
the source and measuring the result
at the detector. This cffectively
changes the intensity of the energy at
the detector without inserting
something mechanically into the
breath path.

Sample Input Selsctor
An input sample switch (solenoid
driven) will sclect between the

Electrical

Fower
Input Voltage AC: 90— 264 VAC @
1.5Amps max @115VAC, 47-63 HZ
Input Voltage DC: 12VDC nominal

whichever is greater. (10-15 VDC range), 7 Amps max.
Precision
Standard deviation of .003 or better Fusing and Filtering
AC utilizes passive filtering to meet
Test Time FCC specs. AC is fused via the AC °
Leas than one minute (oxcluding data mains switch module.
entry). DC will comply with ISO 7637-0
(road  vehicles -~  electrical
CMI Confidendisl
l-sooolmmcm Summary
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