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MINUTES
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	ACTION ITEMS ASSIGNED WINTER MEETING IN NEW YORK, NY

	AI#
	Action
	Assigned To
	Status

	1
	None
	
	


1.
Call to Order/Introductions and Review of Agenda
Call to Order/Chairman’s Report
The Planning, Policy and Interpretations Subcommittee (PPIS) meeting was called to order on Friday, January 17, 2014, at 2:00 p.m., in Midtown (H4).  
Introductions

Chairman Doug Reindl greeted members and guests.  Introductions were made.  
	PPIS Members

Doug Reindl, Chair
Joseph Anderson

David Conover
Dennis Knight
Rick Larson


	PPIS Members Absent

Cyrus Nasseri
Guests
Josh Eddy
Jay Fizer

Yuan Li

Igor Maevski

Christian Taber


	Staff 

Tanisha Meyers-Lisle, Procedures Administrator



2.
Chairman’s Report
None.
3.
Staff Report
None.
4.
Approval of Minutes
The PPIS Minutes from the September 17, 2013 Technology Weekend Conference Call was presented to members for approval.

It was moved by Dave Conover and seconded by Dennis Knight:
1 That the PPIS Minutes from the Technology Weekend Conference Call be approved as 
written.

MOTION 1 PASSED:
5-0-0, CV
Note: Two editorial amendments were made to the minutes. 

5.
Review of Action Items/Unfinished Business
5A.  Action Items  
A list of action items was presented to members for review. An update of the action items is presented on page 2.
6.
Planning – New Projects
It was moved by Dave Conover and seconded by Dennis Knight,
2
That the following Title, Purpose and Scope (TPS) be approved as shown,

 TITLE: 
Methods of Test for Determining Application Data of Overhead Circulator Fans
1. PURPOSE:

The purpose of this standard is to specify the instrumentation, facilities, test installation methods, and procedures to determine circulator fan application data for occupant thermal comfort in a space. 
2. SCOPE:
2.1 This standard applies to overhead circulator ceiling fans.
BACKGROUND: This TPS will also have to be approved by the Board. This TPS was submitted by Christian Taber for consideration at the Denver PPIS meeting. PPIS and Standards Committee had additional questions for the submitter to consider and the submitter was given the task to revise the TPS according to the feedback received. This TPS was brought forward for consideration at the New York Meeting.  PPIS assigned TC 2.1, Physiology and Human Environment as the cognizant TC. Gwelen Paliaga was recommended as the Chair of the proposed new project committee. There are at least five members willing to volunteer. 
MOTION 2 PASSED: 5-0-0, CV

It was moved by Dennis Knight and seconded by Dave Conover,

3
That the following Title, Purpose and Scope (TPS) be approved as shown,
TITLE: 
High Performance Sequences of Operation for HVAC Systems
1. PURPOSE:

The purpose of this guideline is to provide uniform sequences of operation for heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning (HVAC) systems that are intended to maximize HVAC system energy efficiency and performance, provide control stability, and allow for real-time default detection and diagnostics.

2. SCOPE:

2.1 This guideline provides detailed sequences of operation for HVAC systems. 

2.2 This guideline describes functional tests that when performed will confirm implementation of the sequences of operation.

BACKGROUND: This TPS will also have to be approved by the Board. This TPS was submitted by Steve Taylor for consideration at the New York PPIS meeting. PPIS assigned TC 1.4, Control Theory and Application as the cognizant TC. Mark Hydeman was recommended as the Chair of the proposed new project committee. There are at least five members willing to volunteer.

MOTION 3 PASSED: 5-0-0, CV

It was moved by Dave Conover and seconded by Dennis Knight,

4
That the following Title, Purpose and Scope (TPS) be approved as shown,


 TITLE: 
Non-Emergency Ventilation in Enclosed Road, Rail and Mass Transit Facilities
1. PURPOSE:

This standard provides minimum ventilation requirements for ventilation systems within enclosed transportation facilities during non-emergency operating conditions.
2. SCOPE:
2.1 This standard applies to enclosed transportation facilities, which consist of road tunnels, railway tunnels, mass transit tunnels and mass transit stations.

2.2 This standard provides criteria for non-emergency ventilation.
2.3 This standard addresses the design, construction, commissioning, operation and maintenance requirements of non-emergency ventilation systems and equipments. 

BACKGROUND: This TPS will also have to be approved by the Board. This TPS was submitted by Igor Maevski for consideration at the New York PPIS meeting. PPIS assigned TC 5.9, Enclosed Vehicular Facilities as the cognizant TC. Igor Maevski was recommended as the Chair of the proposed new project committee. There are at least five members willing to volunteer. 
MOTION 4 PASSED: 5-0-0, CV

It was moved by Dennis Knight and seconded by Rick Larson,

5
That the following Title, Purpose and Scope (TPS) be approved as shown,

 TITLE: 
Method of Testing for Capacity of Electronic Refrigerant Expansion Valves
1. PURPOSE:

This standard prescribes a method of testing the capacity of electronic refrigerant expansion valves for use in vapor-compression refrigeration systems. 
2. SCOPE:
2.1 This standard is applicable to:
a. electronically controlled and/or actuated expansion valves (also referred to as expansion valves in this standard) as defined by Section “Definitions”

b. expansion valves of the direct-acting type but not the pilot-operated type, and

c. many currently used refrigerants deemed available and suitable according to ANSI/ASHRAE Standard 15 and ANSI/ASHRAE Standard 34.

2.2 This standard specifies procedures, apparatus, and instrumentation that will produce accurate capacity data.

2.3 This standard does not: 
a. specify tests for production, specification compliance, or field testing of expansion valves, nor 

b . specify capacity rating conditions for testing these expansion valves. 
BACKGROUND: This TPS was submitted by Vance Payne for consideration at the New York PPIS meeting. The motion to approve this TPS failed. See Secretary’s Note.
MOTION 5 FAILED: 0-5-0, CV

Secretary’s Note: PPIS determined that the existing standard can be organized to accommodate the necessary MOT to address the needs of an electronic expansion valve. Functionally, these valves are serving the same purpose. The method in which they accomplish their intended function does differ and the MOT can accommodate that difference. There is no need to establish a new MOT, they can simply revise the existing MOT. 
7.
Policy – Procedural Changes


It was moved by Dave Conover and seconded by Joseph Anderson,

6 
That the Standards Committee Manual of Procedures (StdC MOP), Section 1.7, Complaint for Action/Inaction be approved as shown in Attachment A.
BACKGROUND: This has been a recent issue where the same complaint has been filed through two different processes.  A problem can arise in that the decisions could ultimately be different.  It is better practice to follow the process of submitting a complaint then subsequent appeal or code of ethics violation rather than a dual filing.  This will allow for consistency.  Code of Ethics violations are filed with the ASHRAE Board of Directors and if decided that there is a potential violation a Board Tribunal is established.

MOTION 6 PASSED: 5-0-0, CV

Secretary’s Note: At the Operations meeting, the committee discussed the above proposal and returned it to Standards for a re-write as they felt this item was already discussed. The motion was withdrawn by the Standards Committee Chair. .
It was moved by Rick Larson and seconded by Joseph Anderson,

7
That the revisions to PC MOP 7.4.1 Steps In Processing Public Review Draft Comments, be approved as shown in Attachment B.

BACKGROUND: Section a. was expanded to include the list of choices as shown on the Online Comment Database. Project Committee members can identify their choices for response before accessing the Online Comment Database.

MOTION 5 PASSED: 5-0-0, CV
It was moved by Rick Larson and seconded by Joseph Anderson,

8
That the revisions to PC MOP Annex G Approval Table, be approved as shown in Attachment C.

BACKGROUND: Staff suggests revising PC MOP Annex G as it does not align with current practice.

MOTION 5 PASSED: 5-0-0, CV
8.
Interpretations


1.
A request for clarification on the requirements for balance for SSPC 170 was submitted 
by Paul Ninomura. PPIS discussed section 4.11 of the PC MOP, Balance and it was 
determined that no modification is needed. No single interest category can have more 
than 50 percent. SSPC 170 is in compliance with balance requirements. 

9.
New Business
1.
PPIS discussed whether formal interpretations should be treated as standards actions. Currently, formal interpretations are not considered standards actions.  PPIS is not recommending any changes that would alter the manner in which formal interpretations are currently handled.
 

10.
Recess
PPIS recessed at 11:00 am until Tuesday, January 21, 2014.

11.
Call to Order/Introductions and Review of Agenda
	The Planning, Policy and Interpretations Subcommittee (PPIS) meeting was called to order on Friday, January 21, 2014, at 11:00 a.m., in Midtown (H4).  

Introductions

Chairman Doug Reindl greeted members and guests. 

PPIS Members

Doug Reindl, Chair
Joseph Anderson

David Conover

Dennis Knight

Rick Larson

Cyrus Nasseri

PPIS Members Absent

Guests

Susan LeBlanc, Standards Administrator

Stephanie Reiniche, MOS
Staff 

Tanisha Meyers-Lisle, Procedures Administrator


	
	


12.
Chairman’s Report
PPIS had no additional motions to pass. PPIS had an informal discussion of upcoming changes to procedures stemming from the September 2013 ANSI Audit. 

13.
Staff Report
None.
14.
Unfinished Business
None.
15.
Planning – New Projects




None.
16.
Policy – Procedural Changes


None.
17.
Interpretations

None.
18.
New Business


None.
19.
Next Meeting


Spring Conference Call
Date TBD
20.
Adjournment
PPIS adjourned at 12:00pm.
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7.4.1 Steps In Processing Public Review Draft Comments


a) Assign Comments to Selected Committee Members. Comments should be grouped (e.g., by section of the public review draft) and then distributed among the PC members assigned to draft recommended responses for approval by the PC.  Options for response are limited to:

· Accepted comment as submitted;


· Accepted , with minor changes (same approach to the issue);


· Accepted in principle (a different response to the issue is proposed);


· Rejected, except as noted (majority of comment is not accepted);


· Rejected;


· More information is needed


· Deferred, Out-of-Scope


· Deferred, Late

The response shall provide reasons for any recommendation other than the first option “accepted comment as submitted.”


b) Identify Commenter’s Intent/Resolution Potential. Before recommending a PC response, the responder should determine the commenter’s intent and what change(s) the commenter would require for resolution of the comment. This may require direct communications with the commenter.


c) PC Votes on Draft Responses. Before responses are formally sent to the commenters, they must be approved by an affirmative vote of the PC. See Clause 5.2. Once approved, official responses shall be sent by the PC Chair to the commenters via the OCD.

d) PC Reviews Commenter Replies. The PC shall review the commenter replies to determine if the submitted response has resulted in a resolved comment. If not, further iterations of the response/reply cycle shall be undertaken until the commenter is resolved or it is determined that a resolution is not possible. If a reply to the committee response is not received within the reply deadline date set by the PC Chair on the commenter response form (a reply time less than 14 days shall be approved by the MOS), the commenter shall be considered to be unresponsive and ASHRAE will record their comment as resolved. The commenter shall be notified of this action and informed that an appeals process is available in accordance with PASA.

e) Document Communications with Commenters.  The PC shall maintain a record of communications with commenters that are outside of the messages exchanged through the OCD. Examples include telephone calls, e-mail, and in person discussion. This documentation also becomes part of the record submitted when requesting publication approval.



_1453886803.doc
NORMATIVE ANNEX G –APPROVAL OF STANDARDS COMMITTEE DOCUMENTS


This normative annex is part of the Standards Committee MOP





Table G-1 Standards Development Approval Process

		Action

		Initiator

		Recommending Entity

		Affirmative Vote Required

		Approving Entity

		Affirmative Vote Required

		Other Approval



		Initiate Development of a New Standard or Guideline



		Submit to PPIS proposed title, purpose and scope (TPS) and recommendation for a  chair (ASHRAE member) & roster (min 4  + chair)

		TC/TG/TRG (or a responsible entity or person)

		PPIS




		*Majority

		StdC

		*Majority

		BOD



		Select Project Committee Chair and Members



		Select Chair

		SPLS Liaison 

		SPLS

		*Majority

		StdC

		*Majority

		



		Recommend Membership - Policy Level PC

		SPLS Liaison & PC Chair

		SPLS

		*Majority

		StdC

		*Majority

		



		Recommend Membership - Non-Policy Level PC

		PC Chair

		PC Chair

		

		SPLS



		*Majority

		



		Work Plans



		Recommend approval of new or revised work plan – 


SSPC or SGPC

		PC Chair

		SPLS Liaison & SPLS

		*Majority

		StdC

		*Majority

		



		Recommend approval of new or revised work plan – 


SPC or GPC

		PC Chair

		SPLS

		

		SPLS

		*Majority

		



		Advisory Public Review (APR)



		Recommend advisory public review

		PC

		PC

		*Majority

		SPLS Liaison & SPLS Chair 

		

		



		Publication Public Review (PPR)



		Recommend Fast Track Processing

		PC or SRS #

		PC or SRS

		+Standards Action

		

		

		



		Recommend Normal Track Processing

		PC or SRS #

		PC

		+Standards Action

		SPLS

		*Majority

		



		Respond to Comments



		Respond to comments submitted via online database

		PC or SRS #

		PC or SRS #

		*Majority

		PC or SRS #

		*Majority

		



		Publication 



		Recommend publication following PPR

		PC or SRS #

		PC or SRS #

		+Standards Action

		StdC

		*Majority

		BOD



		Appeal



		Uphold or deny an Objector's appeal

		Appeals Panel

		

		

		Appeals Panel

		*Majority

		



		Revise an Existing Standard or Guideline



		Recommend revision within 5 year cycle

		TC/TG/TRG or SRS

		SRS

		*Majority

		StdC

		*Majority

		



		Reaffirm an Existing Standard or Guideline



		Recommend reaffirmation and review updated references

		TC/TG/TRG PC

		SRS (no PC required) PC

		*Majority

		StdC

		*Majority

		



		SRS to Reaffirm Standard or Guideline



		Recommend reaffirmation and review updated references

		TC/TG/TRG

		TC/TG/TRG

		*Majority

		SRS

		*Majority

		



		Withdraw an Existing Standard or Guideline



		Recommend withdrawal

		Cognizant Committee or SSPC + Standards Action

		SRS

		+Standards Action

		StdC

		*Majority

		BOD



		Revise a Title, Purpose and Scope (TPS)



		Recommend revised TPS

		Policy Level PC

		SPLS

		*Majority

		StdC

		*Majority

		TechC



		Recommend revised TPS

		Other PC

		SPLS

		*Majority

		StdC

		*Majority

		



		Notes



		StdC

		Standards Committee



		PC

		Project Committee



		PPIS

		Standards Committee - Policy, Planning and Interpretations Subcommittee



		SPLS

		Standards Committee - Standards Project Liaison Subcommittee



		SRS

		Standards Committee - Standards Reaffirmation Subcommittee



		TechC

		ASHRAE Technology Council



		BOD

		ASHRAE Board of Directors



		Quorum at a meeting

		More than 50% of voting membership present



		#

		SRS can act as the revision committee under certain circumstances



		*

		For a normal committee vote: majority of those voting at a meeting;  Letter ballot – majority of the voting membership



		+ 

		For a standards action: affirmative votes by the majority of the voting membership and affirmative votes from at least two-thirds of those voting at a meeting, excluding abstentions.  


When recorded votes are taken at meetings, project committee members who are absent shall be given the opportunity to vote before or after the meeting.  See example below.



		

		Letter Ballot -- Affirmative votes by the majority of the voting membership and affirmative votes from at least two-thirds of the voting membership, excluding abstentions.

Negative votes with reason shall be ‘recirculated’ to all voting members with time limit in case anyone wants to change vote.  Results are final upon expiration of time limit.





Example Project Committee Standards Action voting requirements


For Standards Actions, ALL voting members of a Standard/Guideline Project Committee MUST be given a chance to vote whether they are at a meeting or not (This rule does not apply to Standards Committee and higher bodies).  If there are negative votes with reason given, the reasons MUST be provided to ALL voting members who have not seen or heard the reasons (not at a meeting or negative vote resulting from a letter ballot).  This is called a ‘recirculation ballot’ and is only done one time to give everyone a chance to change their vote if they want to.  After this, no more votes are required and the action is final.


For the motion to pass, both must be met 


· Affirmative vote of majority of the voting membership (1/2 voting members + 1, Chairperson included) AND


· Affirmative vote of at least 2/3 of those voting, (Yes + No) 


Note: Abstentions DO NOT count in the total number of members voting.


In the example below, the committee has 22 PCVMs.  


First, there must ALWAYS be at least 12 yes votes for the motion to pass. 


In the table below, the first example shows: 


· There are only 12 members present at a meeting.  All 12 must vote “yes” for the motion to be approved.  Members not present did not respond to a letter ballot and are recorded as ‘not voting’. 


· The recorded vote would then be 12-0-0-10 (yes-no-abstain-not voting). 


· This vote also meets the second part (affirmative votes from 2/3 of those voting): yes + no = 12 + 0 = 12 and 2/3 x 12 = 8. 


Thus the motion passes. Other examples show various ways a motion could pass or fail depending on the number of members voting.  Remember all 22 members have been given a chance to vote and this is the final result after any required recirculation ballot.


		Recorded Vote


(yes-no-abstain-not voting)

		Total number voting  (yes + no)

		affirmative votes required for 2/3

		Motion Passed or Failed (because)



		12-0-0-10

		12 + 0 = 12

		2/3 x 12 = 8

		Passed



		22-0-0-0

		22 + 0 = 22

		2/3 x 22 = 15

		Passed 



		21-1-0-0

		21 + 1 = 22

		2/3 x 22 = 15

		Passed 



		20-2-0-0

		20 + 2 = 22

		2/3 x 22 = 15

		Passed 



		14-8-0-0

		14 + 8 = 22

		2/3 x 22 = 15

		Failed (Not 2/3 YES)



		12-1-0-9

		12 + 1 = 13

		2/3 x 13 = 9

		Passed



		12-2-0-8

		12 + 2 = 14

		2/3 x 14 = 10

		Passed



		12-3-0-7

		12 + 3 = 15

		2/3 x 15 = 10

		Passed



		12-4-0-6

		12 + 4 = 16

		2/3 x 16 = 11

		Passed



		12-5-0-5

		12 + 5 = 17

		2/3 x 17 = 12

		Passed



		12-6-0-4

		12 + 6 = 18

		2/3 X 18 = 12

		Passed



		12-7-0-3

		12 + 7 = 19

		2/3 x 19 = 13

		Failed (Not 2/3 YES)



		12-8-0-2

		12 + 8 = 20

		2/3 x 20 = 14

		Failed (Not 2/3 YES)



		12-9-0-1

		12 + 9 = 21

		2/3 x 21 = 14

		Failed (Not 2/3 YES)



		11-1-0-10

		11 + 1 + 12

		2/3 x 12 = 8

		Failed (Majority not YES)






_1453885932.doc
StdC MOP 1.7


1.7 Complaints of Actions or Inactions by the StdC, its Subcommittees or PCs

In addition to formal appeal of BOD Standards actions or inactions (PASA Appendix B), failure of the StdC, its subcommittee(s), or a PC to consider a written request may be addressed by writing to the MOS at any time.    


a) A written complaint shall be sent to the MOS and the MOS shall forward it to the Chair of the Committee in question.  The MOS shall acknowledge receipt of the complaint (i.e., Subject Committee Chair).


b) The Subject Committee Chair shall provide a written response to the complainant, with a copy to the MOS within 15 working days of receipt of the complaint. A waiver to the response period may be requested by the Chair or ASHRAE Staff to the Chair of the next higher body. (e.g. StdC Chair for a PC Chair). The waiver request shall be promptly addressed.  

c) The complainant shall notify the Subject Committee Chair and MOS in writing within 15 days from the receipt of the response whether or not the response resolves the complaint.  

d) If there is no response or if the response does not resolve the complaint, the complaint shall be forwarded to the next higher body. The next higher body shall place it on its next agenda for consideration but a meeting shall be called no later than 15 working days after receipt of the complaint. 


e) When the complaint has been heard by the next higher body, the Chair of that body shall notify the complainant in writing, with a copy to MOS, and to the Chair of the committee in question of the committee’s decision within 15 days.  (The next higher body is the committee, which approves the actions of the committee in question).  

f) The final level to resolve the complaint shall conclude at Technology Council. Should the unresolved complaint reach Technology Council, Technology Council shall have the authority to decline to hear the complaint.


g) If an appeal or a code of ethics complaint is filed on the same matter as the complaint for action or inaction, the process associated with the highest level body within the Society for addressing the appeal or complaint shall be followed and the complaint for action or inaction will not be processed by the Standards Committee. 


Background:  This has been a recent issue where the same complaint has been filed through two different processes.  There becomes a problem in that the decisions could ultimately be different.  It is better to follow the process of submitting a complaint then subsequent appeal or code of ethics violation rather than a dual filing.  This will allow for consistency.  Code of Ethics violations are filed with the ASHRAE Board of Directors and if decided that there is a potential violation a Board Tribunal is established.  


