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PIC Cycle 9-2015 
· Doc. 5950, Reapproval of SEMI E1-1110 Specification for Open Plastic and Metal Wafer Carriers
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As Cast Ballot Tally Summary For
Document 5950

	Return Percentage: 60.87%
	TC Voting Interest Returns: 42
TC Voting Interest Distribution: 69

	Total Voting Interests/Votes Received: 61/77
	

	Number of Accepts: 28
Accept %: 100.00%
	Number of Rejects: 0

	Total Comments: 0
	Total Rejects: 0

	Comment Issuer(s):


	Reject Issuer(s):




· Motion: Pass document 5950, super clean

· Larry / Lorn / 7-0

· Motion: This is not a safety document

· Larry / Lorn / 7-0

· IP Check – None 
· Motion: Send to A&R for Review

· Larry / Lorn / 7-0
· Doc. 5951, Reapproval of SEMI E100-1104 (Reapproved 0710)  Specification for a Reticle SMIF Pod (RSP) Used to Transport and Store 6 Inch or 230 mm Reticles
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As Cast Ballot Tally Summary For
Document 5951

	Return Percentage: 60.87%
	TC Voting Interest Returns: 42

TC Voting Interest Distribution: 69

	Total Voting Interests/Votes Received: 61/77
	

	Number of Accepts: 31
Accept %: 96.88%
	Number of Rejects: 1

	Total Comments: 0
	Total Rejects: 1

	Comment Issuer(s):


	Reject Issuer(s):

Eric Sklar (Safety Guru)


Eric Sklar (Safety Guru)

Reject
	Number
	Location
	Comment/Negative

	SG01
	2.3
	Negative:  Remove the requirements for certain features from the Scope.
Reason/Justification:  The Scope section is to be used to describe to what the Specification applies and what is Specified.  Whether a feature is required belongs in a Requirements section.  Furthermore, there is a prohibition on listing document contents within the document.  I suggest removing 2.3 or rewriting it by deleting the second sentence and the symbols.  I note that there are a couple of lines that end in “(optional)” and adding that to the other lines that are optional features is a benign way to identify them.

	SG02
	6.2, et al.
	Negative:  Change “must” to “shall” where it is intended to be establishing a requirement of this document.
Reason/Justification:  See Table 4, Line 4, Item (4) of the SEMI Standards Style Manual.

	SG03
	6.5, et al.
	Negative:  Rewrite things intended to be requirements as requirement statements, not statements of fact.
Reason/Justification:  6.5 states that Table 2 “defines all of the external dimensions of the RSP), but I find no requirement that RSPs have those dimensions.

	SG04
	A1-4
	Negative:  Clarify what is meant by “allowing stacking in only one orientation”.
Reason/Justification:  I don’t see how a feature of an RSP can restrict how it can be stacked.  RSP features can facilitate or inhibit stacking by favoring or disfavoring matings of external surfaces.  For example, one could include features on the top of an RSP that mate with features on the bottom.  However, I do not see anything that precludes using those features to couple two RSPs that are lying on their sides.


Find SG02 persuasive

Fail, return to TF for rework
Larry / Tom / 7-0
· Doc. 5952, Reapproval of SEMI E117-1104 (Reapproved 0710) Specification for Reticle Load Port
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As Cast Ballot Tally Summary For
Document 5952

	Return Percentage: 60.87%
	TC Voting Interest Returns: 42

TC Voting Interest Distribution: 69

	Total Voting Interests/Votes Received: 61/77
	

	Number of Accepts: 30
Accept %: 96.77%
	Number of Rejects: 1

	Total Comments: 0
	Total Rejects: 1

	Comment Issuer(s):


	Reject Issuer(s):

Eric Sklar (Safety Guru)


Eric Sklar (Safety Guru)

Reject
	Number
	Location
	Comment/Negative

	SG01
	2.1
	Negative:  Move the second sentence to a NOTE.
Reason/Justification:  I don’t question the truth of the statement, but it provides information, rather than defining the scope of this Specification.

	SG02
	6.9.5
	Negative:  Change “requirements” to “criteria”.
Reason/Justification:  As SEMI S8 is a Safety Guideline, it officially has no “requirements”. 


· Motion: Find SG01 not persuasive 
· Justification:
· Because the information does help to define the scope of the document
· Larry / Melvin / 7-0
· Motion: Fine SG02 not persuasive 

· Justification: Because it can be addressed as an editorial change.

· Change “requirements” to “criteria”
· In the context of this particular paragraph (6.9.5) It does not change the meaning of the sentence 
· Larry / Alan / 8-0

· Motion: Not a safety document 

· Larry / Lorn / 7-0

· IP check - none

· Motion: To approve the document with an editorial change and send to A&R for review

· Larry / Tom / 7-0
· Doc. 5953, Reapproval of SEMI E131-0304 (Reapproved 0310) Specification for the Physical Interface of an Integrated Measurement Module (IMM) into 300 mm Tools Using Bolts-M
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As Cast Ballot Tally Summary For
Document 5953

	Return Percentage: 60.87%
	TC Voting Interest Returns: 42

TC Voting Interest Distribution: 69

	Total Voting Interests/Votes Received: 61/77
	

	Number of Accepts: 29
Accept %: 96.67%
	Number of Rejects: 1

	Total Comments: 0
	Total Rejects: 1

	Comment Issuer(s):


	Reject Issuer(s):

Eric Sklar (Safety Guru)


Eric Sklar (Safety Guru)

Reject
	Number
	Location
	Comment/Negative

	SG01
	2.2
	Negative:  Remove this paragraph or change it to a statement of what this document specifies or to what this document pertains.
Reason/Justification:  ¶1.1 states that the purpose of this document is to specify an interface between an IMM and a “tool” using an interface defined by E63.  However, that is not the same a requiring that one use such an interface.  ¶2.2 assets a requirement that E63 is to be used.  That is a requirement, not a scope statement.

	SG02
	5.2.5
	Negative:  Remove the logically flawed conditions that the IMM “return” information that it has not received and to return wafers to “other concerned clients”.
Reason/Justification:  It is possible for the IMM to “return” wafers to the equipment from which it gets them.  It can provide measurement results to that equipment or to other equipment, but it can’t return wafers to anything from which they haven’t come and it can’t “return” information it didn’t receive.

	SG03
	6.2.1, et al.
	Negative:  Change things that are intended to be requirements from statements of fact to requirement statements.  Change things that are informational statements about requirements of other documents to make it explicitly clear that the requirement is imposed elsewhere.
Reason/Justification:  For example, if the intent of 6.2.1 is to require symmetry, change “are” to “shall be”.  If the intent is that it reports a requirement imposed elsewhere, insert a statement as to by what the requirement is imposed.  In the latter case, it may be appropriate to change the text from being numbered (and therefore normative) to being a NOTE (and therefore informative).


Motion: SG02 be found technically persuasive, Fail 
Larry / Supika / 7-0

· Doc. 5954, Reapproval of SEMI E15.1-0305 (Reapproved 1110) Specification for 300 mm Tool Load Port
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As Cast Ballot Tally Summary For
Document 5954

	Return Percentage: 60.87%
	TC Voting Interest Returns: 42

TC Voting Interest Distribution: 69

	Total Voting Interests/Votes Received: 61/77
	

	Number of Accepts: 33
Accept %: 97.06%
	Number of Rejects: 1

	Total Comments: 0
	Total Rejects: 1

	Comment Issuer(s):


	Reject Issuer(s):

Eric Sklar (Safety Guru)


Eric Sklar (Safety Guru)

Reject
	Number
	Location
	Comment/Negative

	SG01
	3.1
	Negative:  Replace this paragraph with one that is a Limitation on the document.
Reason/Justification:  The current text does not limit the applicability of the document, it makes a claim as to the conformance of a certain process on certain equipment to the document.  Strictly speaking, the statement is true, as this is a specification for a port and the statement is about an process.  However, the statement is as meaningless as is the statement “This standard is not met by the frying of turkeys in large vats.”.  If the intention is to exclude, from this Specification, vacuum load locks that are intended to be loaded and unloaded “directly”, I suggest: “This Specification does not apply to vacuum load locks that are intended to be loaded or unloaded directly”.  I further suggest that “directly” be defined.

	SG02
	6.1
	Negative:  Remove or correct the text referring to ¶7.5.
Reason/Justification:  The text requires specifying “which of the three options (defined in ¶7.5) is required for each load port”, but ¶7.5 does not provide a list of options.  It appears that this should be a reference to §7.6. 

	SG03
	7.3, 7.3.1
	Negative:  Clarify the stated orientation.
Reason/Justification:  7.3 states that wafers are to be horizontal and face up.  7.3.1 states that the front of the carrier is to be parallel to the load face plane.  Figure 1 shows the load face plane as a vertical plane and “wafer carrier front” as a vertical surface of a carrier, but there is no indication as to which surface of the carrier is intended to face that way.  It seems likely that the surface to be oriented away from the equipment is the surface opposite the surface through which wafers are inserted and removed.  However, (at least to someone as ancient as I am who remembers loading and unloading carriers with a vacuum pencil) the surface through which wafers are moved is intuitively the “top” and the opposite surface the “bottom”.  The “front” may be defined in the documents specifying the carriers, but I don’t have access to them, so I can’t check.  

	SG04
	7.6.1
	Negative:  Change “need only be met when” to “need be met only when”
Reason/Justification:  As written the “only” restricts what is needed, not when it is needed.  The apparent intent, however, is to restrict the time at which the requirement pertains.

	SG05
	7.10
	Negative:  Specify to which “surface” the last sentence refers.
Reason/Justification:  The obvious antecedent is “equipment boundary”, but that and the “load face plane” are vertical planes, so it is not clear how one can “move or rotate below” such a surface. 

	SG06
	R1-1.6
	Negative:  Change the reference to a location in “feet” to one to a location in “meters”.
Reason/Justification:  The primary units must be SI.  US Customary equivalents may be provided parenthetically.

	SG07
	R1-2.3, 2.4, Figure R1.3
	Negative:  Use a term other than “lockout pin”.
Reason/Justification:  The term is not defined.  However, it is quite similar to a term for a safety device.  The features in this document, however, appear to be intended as parts of interlocks to limit which carriers can be mounted.  They do not appear to be related to hazardous energy isolation.

	SG08
	Table 3 in RI 1
	Negative:  Correct the table number.
Reason/Justification:  The table is not correctly numbered for a table in an RI.  Also, R1-2.4 contains what appear to be intended as a reference to this table, but is a pointer to nowhere.


· Motion: Find SG04 technically persuasive, Fail

· Larry / Alan / 8-0

· Doc. 5955, Line Item Revision of SEMI E63-1104 (Reapproved 1110) Mechanical Specification for 300 mm Box Opener/Loader to Tool Standard (BOLTS-M) Interface with Title Change to: Specification for 300 mm Box Opener/Loader to Tool Standard Mechanical (BOLTS-M) Interface
Line Item 1 - Correct title and concomitant text of SEMI E63
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As Cast Ballot Tally Summary For
Document 5955 – Line Item 1

	Return Percentage: 60.87%
	TC Voting Interest Returns: 42
TC Voting Interest Distribution: 69

	Total Voting Interests/Votes Received: 61/77
	

	Number of Accepts: 30
Accept %: 96.77%
	Number of Rejects: 1

	Total Comments: 0
	Total Rejects: 1

	Comment Issuer(s):


	Reject Issuer(s):

Eric Sklar (Safety Guru)


Eric Sklar (Safety Guru)

Reject
Line Item 1

	Number
	Location
	Comment/Negative

	SG1-1
	All
	Negative:  The title of the Line Item includes “and concomitant text”, but no changes other than to the Title are shown.
Reason/Justification:  The Line Item does not show part of what the Line Item’s title says is being considered by this ballot and there is no indication that this is not an inadvertent omission.


· Motion: Not related because the title of the line item is not subject to be voted upon

· Larry / Melvin / 8-0

· Motion: This is not a safety document

· Larry / Alan / 7-0

· IP Check - None

· Motion: Approve the doc for pubs and send to A&R for review

· Larry / Lorn / 7-0

· Doc. 5956, Line Item Revision of SEMI E57-0600 (Reapproved 1110) Mechanical Specification for Kinematic Couplings Used to Align and Support 300 mm Wafer Carriers with Title Change to: Specification for Kinematic Couplings Used to Align and Support 300 mm Wafer Carriers
Line Item 1 - Correct the title of SEMI E57
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As Cast Ballot Tally Summary For
Document 5956 – Line Item 1

	Return Percentage: 60.87%
	TC Voting Interest Returns: 42

TC Voting Interest Distribution: 69

	Total Voting Interests/Votes Received: 61/77
	

	Number of Accepts: 30
Accept %: 96.77%
	Number of Rejects: 1

	Total Comments: 0
	Total Rejects: 1

	Comment Issuer(s):


	Reject Issuer(s):

Eric Sklar (Safety Guru)


Eric Sklar (Safety Guru)

Reject
	Number
	Location
	Comment/Negative

	SG1-1
	All
	Negative:  The title of the Line Item includes “and concomitant text”, but no changes other than to the Title are shown.
Reason/Justification:  The Line Item does not show part of what the Line Item’s title says is being considered by this ballot and there is no indication that this is not an inadvertent omission.


· Motion: Not related because the title of the line item is not subject to be voted upon

· Larry / Melvin / 8-0

· Motion: This is not a safety document

· Larry / Alan / 7-0

· IP Check - None

· Motion: Approve the doc for pubs and send to A&R for review

· Larry / Lorn / 7-0

· Doc. 5965, Reapproval of SEMI E15-0698E2 (Reapproved 0310) Specification for Tool Load Port
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As Cast Ballot Tally Summary For
Document 5965

	Return Percentage: 60.87%
	TC Voting Interest Returns: 42

TC Voting Interest Distribution: 69

	Total Voting Interests/Votes Received: 61/77
	

	Number of Accepts: 31
Accept %: 100.00%
	Number of Rejects: 0

	Total Comments: 0
	Total Rejects: 0

	Comment Issuer(s):


	Reject Issuer(s):


· Motion: This is not a safety document

· Larry / Alan / 6-0

· IP Check – None

· Motion: Document 5965 pass committee review and sent to A&R Review

· Tom / Alan / 6-0
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