Ballot Review Summary
2014 Cycle 5
REGION: North America
COMMITTEE: Liquid Chemicals
EVENT: North America Standards Fall 2014 Meetings
DATE OF MEETING: November 04, 2014
PLACE OF MEETING: SEMI Headquarters in San Jose, California
COMMITTEE CO-CHAIRS: Frank Flowers/PeroxyChem, Frank Parker/ICL
SEMI STAFF: Michael Tran
A&R Voter: Name/Company

Date: 200X/MM/DD 

I. Document Number & Title

	Document 5621A
	New Standard: Test Method for Determining the Quality of Ion Exchanged Resin Used in Polish Applications of Ultrapure Water System


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 2 - Hiroshi Sugawara (Organo)
Negative 1 of Reject 2
	Negative
	Referenced Section
	*TF/Committee to fill in if necessary

	
	
	

	
	Reason
	*Original negative comment and justification should be included.

	
	
	1. Do not describe about PSDA and LNS to measure >10nm particles. All the data of >10nm particles shown in Appendix 2 are not certified. Table Y3, ITRS referenced in this draft document, #5621A, indicates limitation of the existing particle metrology. In the TableY3, “Number of particles > critical particle size (see above) (#/ml)” is suggested to 1000, and “critical particle size” is suggested by future generations respectively. The particle metrologies are categorized by “interim solutions are known” or “Manufacturable solutions are NOT known”. These are not categorized by “Manufacturable solutions exist, and are being optimized”. In fact, 10 nm particles metrologies are not known. PSDA and LNS are not recognized as analytical instruments or monitors to measure >10nm particles in ultrapure water system. These information, specification and performance are not known well. The description about PSDA or LNS confuses us.

	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)

	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
	We are answering all the rejects received for Document 5621A. There were many rejects and the majority of them are related, but none of them are technically persuasive. We are changing this document subtype to a Guide and not a Test Method standard because the industry is not familiar with the technique (LNS) that was used for particle analysis at 10 nm. The previously published SEMI C79 has data verifying the accuracy of the LNS method.

	
	Motion by/2nd by
	Slava Libman (Air Liquide) / Don Hadder Jr. (Intel)

	
	Discussion
	Once we make these changes, we will ballot it as a Guide for Cycle 8, 2014 or Cycle 1, 2015 and add it criteria above to the background statement.

	
	Result of Vote (check ONE)
	6-0

	
	
	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”

	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:


There were more rejects votes and negatives received from Takehito Mizuno (Pall), Ikunori Yokoi (Kurita) and Hiroshi Sugawara (Organo).
Additional comments were received from Yanli Chen (UCT) and Rafael Vargas-Bernal (ITSdI).

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
	David Kandiyeli (Mega Fluid Systems) / Frederick Stover (ICL)

	Discussion
	We moved to strategically fail the document to change the structure to a Guide on the basis of the criteria outline above.

	Vote
	6-0 

	Final Action
	X
	Motion passed

	
	
	Motion failed 

	A&R
	
	Approved

	
	
	Not approved

	
	Reason:
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