Ballot Adjudication Summary
2013 Cycle 1
REGION: North America
COMMITTEE: EHS
EVENT: NA Standards Spring 2013 Meetings
DATE OF MEETING: April 4 2013
PLACE OF MEETING: SEMI Headquarters in San Jose, California
COMMITTEE CO-CHAIRS: Sean Larsen/Lam Research AG, Chris Evanston/Salus
SEMI STAFF: Paul Trio

I. Document Number & Title
	Document 5521
	Reapproval of SEMI S1-0708E, Safety Guideline for Equipment Safety Labels



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)




III. Rejects
Reject 1 (Lam Research AG: Sean Larsen)
Negative 1 of Reject 2
	Negative
	Referenced Section
	*TF/Committee to fill in if necessary

	
	
	6.5

	
	Reason
	*Original negative comment and justification should be included.

	
	
	SEMI S1 6.5 states Durability – Safety labels should have a reasonable useful life.  Determination of reasonable useful life should take into consideration the expected life of the product and the intended environment of use.  
Similarly, SEMI S2 10.2 (and copied by S26) require labels to be durable and suitable for the use environment.
Neither of these criteria provides clear guidance or evaluation criteria for label durability.

Suggestion / Justification
ANSI/UL 969 is one certification standard related to label durability.
ISO 17398 is another such standard defining label durability requirements.
S1 should be modified to either reference these external requirements or provide some evaluation criteria for durability requirements.   My preference is

	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
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]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
	XXXX

	
	Motion by/2nd by
	Sean Larsen (Lam Research AG) / Alan Crockett (KLA-Tencor)

	
	Discussion
	Chris Evanston (Salus) commented that label durability is more of a common sense, practical application and is not seen as a requirement in S1. Durability should not be a significant criteria. He added that calling out these standards would add extra burden. Finally, Chris stated that he sees S1 as a good document.  

Alan Crockett (KLA-Tencor) stated that, in his experience with wiping labels (using a solvent), he could see how adding additional information in S1 would be helpful. He also pointed out that he has used labels that have been certified by standards. Alan also stated that he has not received issues where these labels have introduced contamination issues.

Sean Larsen clarified that the intent is not to have ISO certified labels, but more on guidance on basic tests that need to be considered for different types of environments. S2 or S1 do not provide guidance on this. Sean explained that he does not intend to have normative content, but more informative.

Tou Vang (Lam Research) asked whether guidance is needed on the label adhesive or the label itself. Sean responded, “all of the above.”

It was also pointed out that there are requirements on the type of materials used for these labels.

	
	Result of Vote (check ONE)
	7-4

	
	
	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



Reject votes were also received from the following voters:
· KLA-Tencor: Lauren Crane


IV. Comments
Comments were received from the following voters:
· ASML: Bert Planting
· Cymer: Byron Yakimow


[bookmark: _GoBack]V. 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
	Chris Evanston (Salus) / Ron Macklin (Macklin & Associates)

	Discussion
	None

	Vote
	9-0 

	Final Action
	x
	Motion passed

	
	
	Motion failed 
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