


Procedural Review Voting Sheet
2013 Cycle 2
REGION: North America
COMMITTEE: EHS
EVENT: NA Standards Spring 2013 Meetings
DATE OF MEETING: April 4 2013
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SEMI STAFF: Paul Trio

A&R Voter: Name/Company
Date: 201X/MM/DD 

I. Document Number & Title
	Document 5357A
	Line Item Revisions to SEMI S2-0712a, Environmental, Health, and Safety Guideline for Semiconductor Manufacturing Equipment. Delayed Revisions Related to Optical Radiation



II-1 Line item 1
	Line Item 1
	Delayed Revisions Related to Optical Radiation



[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]1. Tally (Staff to fill in)
Voting Tally: As-cast tally after the close of the 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)



	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:





2. Rejects
Reject 1 (Dainippon Screen: Naokatsu Nishiguchi, Ryosuke Imamiya)

Negative 1 of Reject 1 (Dainippon Screen: Naokatsu Nishiguchi)
	Negative
	Referenced Section
	*TF/Committee to fill in if necessary

	
	
	A3-4: Optical Radiation

	
	Reason
	*Original negative comment and as well as justification should be included.

	
	
	Please describe the value of the threshold value for optical radiation (180-3000nm).
180-3000nmの閾値の値を記述して下さい。

Reason/justification
In this ballot, we cannot understand what kind of threshold value is used in each wavelength. 
As an example, although 2006/25-/EC is mentioned, we cannot understand relation of TABLE A3-3.
今回のバロットではそれぞれの波長においてどのような閾値を使用するのかが理解できない。
例として、2006/25/ECが挙げられているがTABLE A3-3との関連が理解できない。


	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] <90%
	GO TO “Final”  (B)

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

	Persuasive
	Motion and Reason
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]
	Negative is related and persuasive (needs over 1/3 votes to pass)

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

	
	
	
	Reason
	The ballot does reference the relevant values in ACGIH in paragraph A3-4.3.

	
	Motion by/2nd by
	Sean Larsen (Lam Research AG) / Edward Karl (Applied Materials)

	
	Discussion
	None

	
	Result of Vote (check ONE)
	6-0

	
	
	
	[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)

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

	Not Significant Finding Option
	This option can only be used in either case of “if the committee finds a negative not related by a vote equal to or greater than 90% of the persons voting on the action” or “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 ¶ 9.5.3.1.4, 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  (B) OR (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  (B) OR (C)

	Final
	Negative is:

	
	
	(A)
	withdrawn (counted under h in disposition)

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

	
	x
	(C)
	related and not persuasive (significant)

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

	
	
	(E)
	related and persuasive
	DOCUMENT FAILS

	
	
	Comment generated. See comment #x

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



Negative 2 of Reject 1 (Dainippon Screen: Ryosuke Imamiya)
	Negative
	Referenced Section
	*TF/Committee to fill in if necessary

	
	
	A3-4.4.1

	
	Reason
	*Original negative comment and as well as justification should be included.

	
	
	It is difficult to understand the difference between two methods. What is the method of “directly measure” in the description of former method?
Please define the wards radiance and irradiance. Please explain about the method “directly measure” and why the measurement of radiance is necessary.

	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] <90%
	GO TO “Final”  (B)

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

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

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

	
	
	
	Reason
	Two measurement methods are described and definitions are provided in section A3-4.4.2 and the referenced standards.

	
	Motion by/2nd by
	Sean Larsen (Lam Research AG) / John Visty (Salus)

	
	Discussion
	None

	
	Result of Vote (check ONE)
	5-0

	
	
	
	[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)

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

	Not Significant Finding Option
	This option can only be used in either case of “if the committee finds a negative not related by a vote equal to or greater than 90% of the persons voting on the action” or “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 ¶ 9.5.3.1.4, 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  (B) OR (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  (B) OR (C)

	Final
	Negative is:

	
	
	(A)
	withdrawn (counted under h in disposition)

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

	
	x
	(C)
	related and not persuasive (significant)

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

	
	
	(E)
	related and persuasive
	DOCUMENT FAILS

	
	
	Comment generated. See comment #x

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



Negative 3 of Reject 1 (Dainippon Screen: Ryosuke Imamiya)
	Negative
	Referenced Section
	*TF/Committee to fill in if necessary

	
	
	A3-4.4.3 and R7-1.X.1 d)

	
	Reason
	*Original negative comment and as well as justification should be included.

	
	
	Current Table A3-3 has “20% of the applicable exposure limits”. The time considerations may need to keep the 20% multiplier for safety.
Please consider to keep the 20% multiplier.

	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] <90%
	GO TO “Final”  (B)

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

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

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

	
	
	
	Reason
	Defined energy source and much more controlled set of conditions that are less impacted by external factors, so considered to be adequately safe.

Additionally, exposure values have been stable for a period of time, unlike the discussion with chemistry exposures.

	
	Motion by/2nd by
	Sean Larsen (Lam Research AG) / John Visty (Salus)

	
	Discussion
	None

	
	Result of Vote (check ONE)
	4-0

	
	
	
	[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)

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

	Not Significant Finding Option
	This option can only be used in either case of “if the committee finds a negative not related by a vote equal to or greater than 90% of the persons voting on the action” or “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 ¶ 9.5.3.1.4, 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  (B) OR (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  (B) OR (C)

	Final
	Negative is:

	
	
	(A)
	withdrawn (counted under h in disposition)

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

	
	x
	(C)
	related and not persuasive (significant)

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

	
	
	(E)
	related and persuasive
	DOCUMENT FAILS

	
	
	Comment generated. See comment #x

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:




Disposition of Reject 1
	3
	Original number of Negatives 
	(g)

	
	# of Negatives withdrawn 
	(h)

	
	# of Negatives found not related 
	(i)

	
	# of Negatives found not significant 
	(j)

	Final
	
	g-(h+i+j)=0
	 Reject is Not Valid and is not included in the denominator of V. Approval Conditions Check

	
	x
	g-(h+i+j)>0
	 Reject is included in the denominator of V. Approval Conditions Check

	
	
	Reject without a Negative
	 Not Valid


Note: If all of the negative material included with a reject vote is withdrawn, determined to be not related, or determined to be not significant, the reject vote is not valid. (Regulations ¶ 9.4.3.3) 
	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



	
3. Comments
Comment 1a
	Comment
	Referenced Section
	4.2

	
	From
	KLA-Tencor: Lauren Crane

	
	Comment
	Comment

Some additional information will help readers understand what could be considered a “significant emission” 

Proposed Solution:
Add a note to the effect of 
“NOTE: Determining what constitutes a “significant emission” is a subjective decision. A reasonable rule of thumb is that an emission for a given frequency band in table A3-3 that could be above 10% of the threshold for that band is significant.”

Editorial

	
	Discussion
	TF Response: 
No action,
Conceptually understand, but instrumentation limitations prevent being able to evaluate to this level of detail.

	Action proposed
	x
	The committee agreed to do one of the following actions. 

	
	
	*No motion is required in this step.

	
	


	x
	No further action was taken by the committee.

	
	
	
	Refer to the task force for more consideration. 

	
	
	
	New Business

	
	
	
	Other

	
	Editorial Change
	

	
	

	
	Case 1: No vote in this section :

	
	
	
	To be included and voted on in 4. Summary of Editorial Changes.

	
	
	
	Case 2: Voted in this section : 

	
	
	
	Original section number and at least one full sentence are required in “FROM” and “TO” fields.

	
	

	1
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


	
	

	2
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


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

	Vote
	XX-XX Motion passed (or failed)

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



Comment 1b
	Comment
	Referenced Section
	4.2

	
	From
	KLA-Tencor: Lauren Crane

	
	Comment
	Comment

Improve the understanding that the significant emissions decision is taken for each wavelength band in table A3-3 rather than each weighting step. 

Proposed Solution:
Change to “Therefore, the optical source should be evaluated to all of the limits wavelength bands in Table A3-3 that the optical energy source has significant emissions.”

Editorial

	
	Discussion
	TF Response: 
No action,
Conceptually understand, but instrumentation limitations prevent being able to evaluate to this level of detail.  The wavelength bands for the weighting values are 5 to 10nm bands for the differing weighting values in the referenced standards, which cannot generally be measured in the field.

	Action proposed
	x
	The committee agreed to do one of the following actions. 

	
	
	*No motion is required in this step.

	
	


	x
	No further action was taken by the committee.

	
	
	
	Refer to the task force for more consideration. 

	
	
	
	New Business

	
	
	
	Other

	
	Editorial Change
	

	
	

	
	Case 1: No vote in this section :

	
	
	
	To be included and voted on in 4. Summary of Editorial Changes.

	
	
	
	Case 2: Voted in this section : 

	
	
	
	Original section number and at least one full sentence are required in “FROM” and “TO” fields.

	
	

	1
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


	
	

	2
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


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

	Vote
	XX-XX Motion passed (or failed)

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



Comment 1c
	Comment
	Referenced Section
	4.4.3.2

	
	From
	KLA-Tencor: Lauren Crane

	
	Comment
	Comment
The idea indicated by the paragraph might be more obvious with the addition of a word. 

Proposed Solution:
Add “..assuming the same person is …”

Editorial

	
	Discussion
	TF Response: 
Agreed, See editorial change 1.

	Action proposed
	x
	The committee agreed to do one of the following actions. 

	
	
	*No motion is required in this step.

	
	


	
	No further action was taken by the committee.

	
	
	
	Refer to the task force for more consideration. 

	
	
	
	New Business

	
	
	
	Other

	
	Editorial Change
	

	
	

	x
	Case 1: No vote in this section :

	
	
	
	To be included and voted on in 4. Summary of Editorial Changes.

	
	
	
	Case 2: Voted in this section : 

	
	
	
	Original section number and at least one full sentence are required in “FROM” and “TO” fields.

	
	

	1
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


	
	

	2
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


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

	Vote
	XX-XX Motion passed (or failed)

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



Comment 1d
	Comment
	Referenced Section
	4.2

	
	From
	KLA-Tencor: Lauren Crane

	
	Comment
	Comment
Grammar

Proposed Solution:
Change to “Therefore, the optical source should be evaluated to all of the limits that for which the optical energy source has significant emissions.”

Editorial

	
	Discussion
	TF Response: 
Agreed, see editorial change 2

	Action proposed
	x
	The committee agreed to do one of the following actions. 

	
	
	*No motion is required in this step.

	
	


	
	No further action was taken by the committee.

	
	
	
	Refer to the task force for more consideration. 

	
	
	
	New Business

	
	
	
	Other

	
	Editorial Change
	

	
	

	x
	Case 1: No vote in this section :

	
	
	
	To be included and voted on in 4. Summary of Editorial Changes.

	
	
	
	Case 2: Voted in this section : 

	
	
	
	Original section number and at least one full sentence are required in “FROM” and “TO” fields.

	
	

	1
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


	
	

	2
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


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

	Vote
	XX-XX Motion passed (or failed)

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



Comment 1e
	Comment
	Referenced Section
	4.2

	
	From
	KLA-Tencor: Lauren Crane

	
	Comment
	Comment
Relocating this paragraph might improve comprehension, particularly regarding the use of the definite article “the accessible limits”…

Proposed Solution:
Position this paragraph after 4.3

	
	Discussion
	TF Response: 
Agree to move A3-4.3 above the table on the page, but do not move above A3-4.2

See editorial change 3

	Action proposed
	x
	The committee agreed to do one of the following actions. 

	
	
	*No motion is required in this step.

	
	


	
	No further action was taken by the committee.

	
	
	
	Refer to the task force for more consideration. 

	
	
	
	New Business

	
	
	
	Other

	
	Editorial Change
	

	
	

	x
	Case 1: No vote in this section :

	
	
	
	To be included and voted on in 4. Summary of Editorial Changes.

	
	
	
	Case 2: Voted in this section : 

	
	
	
	Original section number and at least one full sentence are required in “FROM” and “TO” fields.

	
	

	1
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


	
	

	2
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


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

	Vote
	XX-XX Motion passed (or failed)

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



Comment 1f
	Comment
	Referenced Section
	4.3

	
	From
	KLA-Tencor: Lauren Crane

	
	Comment
	Comment
I think the table implies the emissions limit analysis is limited to the safety concerns and frequency bands in table A3-3, but it would improve clarity to explicitly say so. A change in ACGIH approach could cause confusion. 

Proposed Solution:
As an editorial change

“The equipment emission limits for this document are is the exposure limit values for the frequency ranges given in Table A3-3 from the most recent…”

Editorial

	
	Discussion
	TF Response: 
Agreed, see editorial change 4

	Action proposed
	x
	The committee agreed to do one of the following actions. 

	
	
	*No motion is required in this step.

	
	


	
	No further action was taken by the committee.

	
	
	
	Refer to the task force for more consideration. 

	
	
	
	New Business

	
	
	
	Other

	
	Editorial Change
	

	
	

	x
	Case 1: No vote in this section :

	
	
	
	To be included and voted on in 4. Summary of Editorial Changes.

	
	
	
	Case 2: Voted in this section : 

	
	
	
	Original section number and at least one full sentence are required in “FROM” and “TO” fields.

	
	

	1
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


	
	

	2
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


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

	Vote
	XX-XX Motion passed (or failed)

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



Comment 1g
	Comment
	Referenced Section
	Table A3-3

	
	From
	KLA-Tencor: Lauren Crane

	
	Comment
	Comment
I assume the “weighted towards” phrases in the table are general descriptions of the how the frequency range is weighted but are not actually measurement instructions. They are not technically necessary and have a small potential to introduce confusion. 

Proposed Solution:
Delete all these phrases such as this
“Effective (weighted by relative Spectral Effectiveness [S(λ)] weighting function) irradiance weighted towards 255 to 295nm”

Editorial

	
	Discussion
	TF Response: 
No action

	Action proposed
	x
	The committee agreed to do one of the following actions. 

	
	
	*No motion is required in this step.

	
	


	x
	No further action was taken by the committee.

	
	
	
	Refer to the task force for more consideration. 

	
	
	
	New Business

	
	
	
	Other

	
	Editorial Change
	

	
	

	
	Case 1: No vote in this section :

	
	
	
	To be included and voted on in 4. Summary of Editorial Changes.

	
	
	
	Case 2: Voted in this section : 

	
	
	
	Original section number and at least one full sentence are required in “FROM” and “TO” fields.

	
	

	1
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


	
	

	2
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


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

	Vote
	XX-XX Motion passed (or failed)

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



Comment 1h
	Comment
	Referenced Section
	Global

	
	From
	KLA-Tencor: Lauren Crane

	
	Comment
	Comment
Access to the ACGIH optical radiation limit values is expensive. Access to the European workplace directive 2006/25/EC values is free.

Proposed Solution:
Change the emission limit basis to the European directive.

Technical

	
	Discussion
	TF Response: 
No Action

	Action proposed
	x
	The committee agreed to do one of the following actions. 

	
	
	*No motion is required in this step.

	
	


	x
	No further action was taken by the committee.

	
	
	
	Refer to the task force for more consideration. 

	
	
	
	New Business

	
	
	
	Other

	
	Editorial Change
	

	
	

	
	Case 1: No vote in this section :

	
	
	
	To be included and voted on in 4. Summary of Editorial Changes.

	
	
	
	Case 2: Voted in this section : 

	
	
	
	Original section number and at least one full sentence are required in “FROM” and “TO” fields.

	
	

	1
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


	
	

	2
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


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

	Vote
	XX-XX Motion passed (or failed)

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



Comment 1i
	Comment
	Referenced Section
	Table A3-3

	
	From
	KLA-Tencor: Lauren Crane

	
	Comment
	Comment
The wavelength ranges given are quite precise, and nonetheless describe the exact limits over which assessment is expected to occur. Therefore “Approximate” does not properly describe the column. 

Proposed Solution:
Delete this word.

Editorial

	
	Discussion
	TF Response: 
Leave as is to pass this ballot.

Clean-up as determined to be appropriate in future ballots.

	Action proposed
	x
	The committee agreed to do one of the following actions. 

	
	
	*No motion is required in this step.

	
	


	x
	No further action was taken by the committee.

	
	
	
	Refer to the task force for more consideration. 

	
	
	
	New Business

	
	
	
	Other

	
	Editorial Change
	

	
	

	
	Case 1: No vote in this section :

	
	
	
	To be included and voted on in 4. Summary of Editorial Changes.

	
	
	
	Case 2: Voted in this section : 

	
	
	
	Original section number and at least one full sentence are required in “FROM” and “TO” fields.

	
	

	1
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


	
	

	2
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


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

	Vote
	XX-XX Motion passed (or failed)

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



Comment 1j
	Comment
	Referenced Section
	note to SEMI Staff

	
	From
	KLA-Tencor: Lauren Crane

	
	Comment
	Comment

It makes no sense to have the statement at the top of page 4 following an “end of ballot” flag at the bottom of page 3. How can something be part of a ballot when the ballot has been declared to have ended. 

Proposed Solution:
If used in future ballots, change this notice to the effect of
“The rest of this document is material that is required for inclusion in a ballot by the SEMI Procedure Guide, but it does not contain any proposed document changes”

AND 

Change the Page 3 notice to the effect of “End of Change Proposals”

Technical

	
	Discussion
	TF Response: 
No action

	Action proposed
	x
	The committee agreed to do one of the following actions. 

	
	
	*No motion is required in this step.

	
	


	x
	No further action was taken by the committee.

	
	
	
	Refer to the task force for more consideration. 

	
	
	
	New Business

	
	
	
	Other

	
	Editorial Change
	

	
	

	
	Case 1: No vote in this section :

	
	
	
	To be included and voted on in 4. Summary of Editorial Changes.

	
	
	
	Case 2: Voted in this section : 

	
	
	
	Original section number and at least one full sentence are required in “FROM” and “TO” fields.

	
	

	1
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


	
	

	2
	FROM: Section xxx


	
	
	
	To: Section xxx


	
	
	
	Justification (If necessary)


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

	Vote
	XX-XX Motion passed (or failed)

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:




4. Summary of Editorial Changes
Note: Original section number and at least one full sentence are required in “FROM” and “TO” fields.
	1
	Proposed Change:
Revise ¶ A3-4.4.3.2  of Document 5357A as follows:

	
	FROM: 
A3-4.4.3.2  If the exposure period occurs during only a portion of the scheduled maintenance task being evaluated, and the maintenance task foreseeably could be repeated during the work day, the total foreseeable exposure time can be calculated adding the actual exposure times over the course of the shift, assuming the person is performing the task repeatedly during the work shift.


	
	TO: 
A3-4.4.3.2  If the exposure period occurs during only a portion of the scheduled maintenance task being evaluated, and the maintenance task foreseeably could be repeated during the work day, the total foreseeable exposure time can be calculated adding the actual exposure times over the course of the shift, assuming the same person is performing the task repeatedly during the work shift.


	
	Justification: (if necessary)
Editorial change proposed for clarification.

	Motion
	To approve the above editorial changes

	Motion by/2nd by
	Sean Larsen (Lam Research AG) / John Visty (Salus)

	Discussion
	None

	Vote
	6-0 Motion passed

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:






	2
	Proposed Change:
Revise ¶ A3-4.2  of Document 5357A as follows:

	
	FROM: 
A3-4.2  All of the accessible limits are summation limit functions, meaning that they add up the relative contributions of the various wavelengths of the optical energy source.  Therefore, the optical source should be evaluated to all of the limits that the optical energy source has significant emissions.


	
	TO: 
A3-4.2  All of the accessible limits are summation limit functions, meaning that they add up the relative contributions of the various wavelengths of the optical energy source.  Therefore, the optical source should be evaluated to all of the limits that for which the optical energy source has significant emissions.


	
	Justification: (if necessary)
Editorial change proposed to correct grammar.

	Motion
	To approve the above editorial changes

	Motion by/2nd by
	Sean Larsen (Lam Research AG) / Edward Karl (Applied Materials)

	Discussion
	None

	Vote
	5-0 Motion passed

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:






	3
	Proposed Change:
Move A3-4.3 and note 161 between A3-4.2 and Table A3-3 of Document 5357A as follows:

	
	FROM: A3-4.3 and note 161 is after Table A3-3.

A3-4  Optical Radiation
A3-4.1  There are multiple safety concerns related to the effects of optical radiation on the skin and multiple tissues in the eyes.  This document is not addressing skin concerns as there is very little exposed skin in a semiconductor fabrication cleanroom environment, and the eyes are more sensitive than the skin.  The concerns and associated wavelengths are listed in Table A3-3.
A3-4.2  All of the accessible limits are summation limit functions, meaning that they add up the relative contributions of the various wavelengths of the optical energy source.  Therefore, the optical source should be evaluated to all of the limits that the optical energy source has significant emissions.
Table A3-3  Optical Radiation Concerns
	Approximate Wavelengths
	Safety / Tissue Concern
	Measurement

	180 to 400 nm (Broadband UV)
	Corneal and lenticular hazard
	Effective (weighted by relative Spectral Effectiveness [S(λ)] weighting function) irradiance weighted towards 255 to 295nm

	315 to 400 nm 
(UV-A)
	Lenticular and retinal hazard
	Irradiance

	300 to 700 nm 
(“Blue light”, UV-A and visible)
	Photochemical retinal hazard
	Effective (weighted by blue light hazard [B(λ)] weighting function) irradiance & radiance weighted towards 415 to 475nm

	380  to 1400 nm 
(visible and IR-A)
	Thermal retinal hazard#1
	Effective  (weighted by retinal thermal hazard [R(λ)] weighting function) radiance weighted towards 415 to 850nm

	775  to 3000 nm 
(IR-A and IR-B)
	Thermal corneal and lenticular hazard
	Irradiance


#1  The thermal retinal hazard has different limit criteria depending on whether there is a significant visible light component to cause constriction of the pupil.
A3-4.3  The equipment emission limit for this document is the exposure limit value from the most recent version of the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) Threshold Limit Values (TLVs®) and Biological Exposure Indices (BEIs®) book with the measurement distance from source and time considerations given below.  
NOTE 161:  The European Union (EU) Worker Protection directive for artificial optical radiation (e.g., 2006/25/EC) provides similar worker exposure criteria for the EU countries.  There are some differences in the retinal thermal hazard weighting values [R(λ)], further focusing the criteria towards 380 to 495nm energy.
A3-4.4  Measurement Techniques and Limit Value Guidance
A3-4.4.1  Meters and Measuring — There are two viable methods for measuring…


	
	TO: A3-4.3 and note 161 between A3-4.2 and Table A3-3.

A3-4  Optical Radiation
A3-4.1  There are multiple safety concerns related to the effects of optical radiation on the skin and multiple tissues in the eyes.  This document is not addressing skin concerns as there is very little exposed skin in a semiconductor fabrication cleanroom environment, and the eyes are more sensitive than the skin.  The concerns and associated wavelengths are listed in Table A3-3.
A3-4.2  All of the accessible limits are summation limit functions, meaning that they add up the relative contributions of the various wavelengths of the optical energy source.  Therefore, the optical source should be evaluated to all of the limits that the optical energy source has significant emissions.
A3-4.3  The equipment emission limit for this document is the exposure limit value from the most recent version of the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) Threshold Limit Values (TLVs®) and Biological Exposure Indices (BEIs®) book with the measurement distance from source and time considerations given below.  
NOTE 161:  The European Union (EU) Worker Protection directive for artificial optical radiation (e.g., 2006/25/EC) provides similar worker exposure criteria for the EU countries.  There are some differences in the retinal thermal hazard weighting values [R(λ)], further focusing the criteria towards 380 to 495nm energy.
Table A3-3  Optical Radiation Concerns
	Approximate Wavelengths
	Safety / Tissue Concern
	Measurement

	180 to 400 nm (Broadband UV)
	Corneal and lenticular hazard
	Effective (weighted by relative Spectral Effectiveness [S(λ)] weighting function) irradiance weighted towards 255 to 295nm

	315 to 400 nm 
(UV-A)
	Lenticular and retinal hazard
	Irradiance

	300 to 700 nm 
(“Blue light”, UV-A and visible)
	Photochemical retinal hazard
	Effective (weighted by blue light hazard [B(λ)] weighting function) irradiance & radiance weighted towards 415 to 475nm

	380  to 1400 nm 
(visible and IR-A)
	Thermal retinal hazard#1
	Effective  (weighted by retinal thermal hazard [R(λ)] weighting function) radiance weighted towards 415 to 850nm

	775  to 3000 nm 
(IR-A and IR-B)
	Thermal corneal and lenticular hazard
	Irradiance


#1  The thermal retinal hazard has different limit criteria depending on whether there is a significant visible light component to cause constriction of the pupil.
A3-4.3  The equipment emission limit for this document is the exposure limit value from the most recent version of the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) Threshold Limit Values (TLVs®) and Biological Exposure Indices (BEIs®) book with the measurement distance from source and time considerations given below.  
NOTE 161:  The European Union (EU) Worker Protection directive for artificial optical radiation (e.g., 2006/25/EC) provides similar worker exposure criteria for the EU countries.  There are some differences in the retinal thermal hazard weighting values [R(λ)], further focusing the criteria towards 380 to 495nm energy.
A3-4.4  Measurement Techniques and Limit Value Guidance
A3-4.4.1  Meters and Measuring — There are two viable methods for measuring…


	
	Justification: (if necessary)
Editorial change proposed to improve readability.




	Motion
	To approve the above editorial changes

	Motion by/2nd by
	Sean Larsen (Lam Research AG) / John Visty (Salus)

	Discussion
	None

	Vote
	7-0 Motion passed

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:




	
4
	Proposed Change:
Revise ¶ A3-4.3  of Document 5357A as follows:

	
	FROM: 
A3-4.3  The equipment emission limit for this document is the exposure limit value from the most recent version of the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) Threshold Limit Values (TLVs®) and Biological Exposure Indices (BEIs®) book with the measurement distance from source and time considerations given below.  


	
	TO: 
A3-4.3  The equipment emission limit for this document isare the exposure limit value from the most recent version of the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) Threshold Limit Values (TLVs®) and Biological Exposure Indices (BEIs®) book with the measurement distance from source and time considerations given below.  


	
	Justification: (if necessary)
Editorial change proposed to correct grammar.

	Motion
	To approve the above editorial changes

	Motion by/2nd by
	Sean Larsen (Lam Research AG) / John Visty (Salus)

	Discussion
	None

	Vote
	7-0 Motion passed

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:






5. Approval Conditions Check
APPROVAL CONDITION 1: All negatives have been discussed and were withdrawn, found not related, or not persuasive. (Regulations ¶ 9.6.2)
APPROVAL CONDITION 2: At least 90% of the sum of the valid accept and reject votes must be accept. (Regulations ¶ 9.6.3)
Note: if both approval conditions are not satisfied, the balloted item fails.


III. Safety Check 
This section applies to the entire document.
See Section 14 of the Regulations for further information
	Motion:
	
	This is not a Safety Document: when all safety-related information is removed, the document is still technically sound and complete. 

	
	x
	This is a Safety Document: when all safety-related information is removed, the document is not technically sound and complete.

	
	
	x
	Safety Checklist is complete and has been included with the document throughout the balloting process. (Regulations ¶14.3) 

	Motion by/ 2nd by
	Sean Larsen (Lam Research AG) / Edward Karl (Applied Materials)

	Discussion
	None

	Vote
	7-0 Motion passed

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:


 
IV. Intellectual Property Check 
Note: This ballot may be all or part of a Standard or Safety Guideline.  This IP check applies to the entire Standard or Safety Guideline.  See § 15 of the Regulations for further information
	x
	The meeting chair asked those present in person or by electronic link, if they were aware of any potentially material patented technology or copyrighted items* in the Standard or Guideline.

	
	x
	No potentially material patented technology or copyrighted items are known
	GO TO SECTION V

	
	
	Potentially material patented technology or copyrighted items are known but a Letter of Assurance (LOA) or copyright release for such material has been obtained or presented to the committee.
	GO TO SECTION V

	
	
	Potentially material patented technology or copyrighted items are known but an LOA or copyright release for some of the material(s) has NOT been obtained or presented to the committee

	
	MOTION
	
	Ask ISC for special permission to publish

	
	
	
	Quit activity

	
	
	
	Wait for LOA for patented technology or release of copyrighted items.

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

	
	Discussion
	XXXX

	
	Vote
	XX-XX

	
	Final Action
	
	Motion Passed

	
	
	
	Motion Failed

	A&R
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:



* Note: Such potentially material patented technology or copyrighted items might have become known since the Standard or Safety Guideline was last reviewed, or might become relevant due to this ballot.


V. Action for this document
	Motion 
(Check all applicable items)
	
	Line item(s) [X], [X] and [X] passed committee review as balloted and will be forwarded to the A&R for procedural review.

	
	x
	Line item(s) [1] passed committee review with editorial changes and will be forwarded to the A&R for procedural review.

	
	
	Line item(s) [X], [X] and [X] failed committee review and will be returned to the task force for rework.

	
	
	Line item(s) [X], [X] and [X] failed committee review and work will be discontinued.

	Motion by/ 2nd by
	Sean Larsen (Lam Research AG) / John Visty (Salus)

	Discussion
	None

	Vote
	9-0 

	Final Action
	[bookmark: _GoBack]x
	Motion passed

	
	
	Motion failed 

	A&R
	
	Approved

	
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:
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Return Distribution Return Rate

Yellow 52 ÷ 83 = 62.7% >=60%

Lilac & Others 27

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total Vote 79

Reject 1

Accept 31
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