Procedural Review Voting Sheet

2012 Cycle 4
REGION: North America
COMMITTEE: Liquid Chemicals
EVENT: SEMICON West 2012
DATE OF MEETING: 7/10/2012
PLACE OF MEETING: San Francisco Marriot Marquis in San Francisco, CA
COMMITTEE CO-CHAIRS: Frank Parker/ICL, Frank Flowers/FMC
SEMI STAFF: Michael Tran
A&R Voter: Name/Company

Date: 200X/MM/DD 

I. Document Number & Title

	Document #5188
	New Standard: Guide to Evaluate the Performance of Sub-15 nm Filters Used in Ultrapure Water (UPW) Distribution Systems


II. Tally (Staff to fill in)

Voting Tally: As-cast tally after close of voting period

A minimum of 60% of the voting interests that have voting members within the technical committee must return votes. (Regulations ¶ 9.6.1)
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	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:


III. Rejects

Reject 1 - AKIHITO JIBIKI (KITZ MICRO FILTER)

Negative 1 of Reject 1

	Negative
	Referenced Section
	*TF/Committee to fill in if necessary

	
	
	

	
	Reason
	*Original negative comment and justification should be included.

	
	
	You should use the challenge particle certified by NIST or AIST. You suggested that if you used the silica of different lot, its particle size distribution was more different. So when we use the challenge particle not certified, we can not compare the filter performance.

In Appendix 3, you used LNS (Liquid Nano Sizer) instrument as the detection method, and you gathered various data. But in section 7, 8 and 9, you did not use LNS. What instrument do you recommend as the particle detection method?

In Appendix 3, what kind of filter did you use for the challenge test? The filter performance is varied by the filter type, filtration condition and so on.



	Withdrawal
	X
	No withdrawal made
	GO TO “Related” section

	
	
	Withdrawal document received by staff on XXXX
	GO TO “Final” ( (A)

	Related
	Motion and Reason
	X
	“Related” is mutually agreed upon.

	
	
	
	*This motion can be appended to the motion for Persuasive (See Persuasive Section)

	
	
	
	Negative is related (needs over 1/3 votes to pass)

	
	
	
	Negative is not related (needs 2/3 or more votes to pass)

	
	
	
	Reason
	XXXX

	
	Motion by/2nd by
	Name (Company)/Name (Company)

	
	Discussion
	

	
	Result of Vote (check ONE)
	XX-XX

	
	
	
	[Negative is related] > 1/3
	GO TO “Persuasive”

	
	
	
	[Negative is not related] < 2/3
	

	
	
	
	2/3=< [Negative is not related] 
	GO TO “Final” ( (B)

	
	
	
	
	

	Persuasive
	Motion and Reason
	X
	Negative is related and persuasive (needs over 1/3 votes to pass)

	
	
	
	Negative is related and not persuasive (needs 2/3 or more votes to pass)

	
	
	
	Reason
	

	
	Motion by/2nd by
	Marty Burkhart (Hi Pure Tech)/Jean-Marie Collard (Solvay)

	
	Discussion
	None

	
	Result of Vote (check ONE)
	7-0

	
	
	X
	[Negative is related and persuasive] > 1/3
	GO TO “Final” ( (E)

	
	
	
	[Negative is related and not persuasive] < 2/3
	

	
	
	
	2/3=<[Negative is related and not persuasive] <90%
	GO TO “Final” ( (C)

	
	
	
	90% =< [Negative is related and not persuasive]
	GO TO “Not Significant Finding Option”

	Not Significant Finding Option
	This option can only be used “if the committee finds a negative not persuasive by a vote equal to or greater than 90% of the persons voting on the action”. (Regulations ¶  9.5.3.3.2)

	
	
	
	It is mutually agreed upon to term the negative “not significant”
	GO TO ( (D)

	
	
	
	It is mutually agreed upon to term the negative “significant”
	GO TO ( (C)


	
	Motion
	
	The negative is “not significant”.

	
	Motion by/2nd by
	Name (Company)/Name (Company)

	
	Vote
	
	XX-XX Motion passed with simple majority
	GO TO ( (D)

	
	
	
	XX-XX Motion failed with simple majority
	GO TO ( (C)

	Final
	Negative is:

	
	
	(A)
	withdrawn (counted under h in disposition)

	
	
	(B)
	not related (counted under i in disposition)

	
	
	(C)
	related and not persuasive (significant)

	
	
	(D)
	not significant (counted under j in disposition)

	
	X
	(E)
	related and persuasive
	DOCUMENT FAILS

	
	
	Comment generated. See comment #x

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:


Other rejects were received from Shuichi Tsuzuki (Pall), Takehito Mizuno (Pall), and Kaoru Kondo (RION)

IV. Comments

Comments were received from Jean-Marie Collard (Solvay).
IX. Action for this document

	Motion 
	
	This document passed committee review as balloted and will be forwarded to the A&R for procedural review.

	
	
	This document passed committee review with editorial changes and will be forwarded to the A&R for procedural review.

	
	X
	This document failed committee review and will be returned to the task force for rework.

	
	
	This document failed committee review and work will be discontinued.

	Motion by/2nd by
	Marty Burkhart (Hi Pure Tech)/Jean-Marie Collard (Solvay)

	Discussion
	None.


	Vote
	7-0 

	Final Action
	X
	Motion passed

	
	
	Motion failed 

	A&R
	
	Approved

	
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:
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