Standards Committee
April 23, 2019
MINUTES
Approved by StdC June 22, 2019
The April 23, 2019 StdC Conference Call was called to order at approximately 11:05 am ET. Chair Don Brundage reminded committee members to adhere to the ASHRAE Code of Ethics and Anti-Trust Guidelines.  The following members and staff were in attendance:
	Members Present




Donald M Brundage, Chair
Wayne Stoppelmoor, Vice Chair
Charles Barnaby
Niels Bidstrup
Robert Burkhead 
Michael D. Corbat

Julie M. Ferguson

Michael W. Gallagher

Walter T. Grondzik

Rick M. Heiden

Kwang Woo Kim

Larry Kouma

Lee Millies

Karl L. Peterman

Erick A. Phelps

Dave Robin

Lawrence Schoen

Dennis A. Stanke

Richard T. Swierczyna

Rusty Tharpe

Craig P. Wray
Larry Markel, ExO
	Members Not Present

Els Baert

Drury B. Crawley

Susanna S. Hanson

Roger L. Hedrick
Jonathan Humble

Adrienne Thomle

Michael Woodford 
Staff Present

Steve Ferguson, Senior Manager of Standards
Susan LeBlanc, Standards Administrator

Guests Present

None 


It was moved by Karl Peterman:

1
That the proposed TPS changes for SSPC 62.1, Ventilation for Acceptable Indoor Air Quality, be approved as shown in Attachment A.
MOTION PASSED.  19-0-1
 CNV
EXECUTIVE SESSION 
It was moved and seconded:
2
That the StdC draft response to the Taft Complaint of Action or Inaction against SSPC 62.1, be approved. See Attachment B.
MOTION PASSED. 
END OF EXECUTIVE SESSION 

The conference call adjourned at approximately 11:40 am ET
Attachment A
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Attachment B
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� Dennis Stanke abstained because he is a member of the SSPC. 





2

_1617528977.doc
		[image: image1.jpg]





		Proposed Changes to an Approved Title, Purpose and Scope





		INSTRUCTIONS:


If, during the course of developing or revising a standard or guideline, a project committee (PC) determines that changes to an approved TPS are warranted, the PC shall submit the request to the MOS for further approval prior to submission of a standard, guideline or addendum for public review.  

The request shall indicate the proposed changes to the approved TPS with existing text to be deleted denoted by strikethrough and new text to be added denoted by double underline. The request shall also include the rationale supporting the proposed changes to the TPS, the PC vote and the date of the meeting or letter ballot associated with the PC vote. Editorial changes to a TPS may be approved by the MOS; otherwise, the request shall be submitted to the appropriate approving bodies.


Notice of a revised TPS will be announced in Standards Actions. If it is determined that the revised TPS results in the identification of new stakeholder groups likely to be directly impacted by the standard, a public notice will be placed in the ASHRAE Standards Actions  and ANSI Standard Actions, asking for public comments with a minimum time period of 30 days. If any substantive public review comments are received, the PC will review and respond to the commenters.  If necessary, the PC may revise the TPS and submit a new request for approval.  If no public review comments are received, the revised TPS automatically becomes approved on the close of the public comment date.








1. Project committee (PC number and title): SSPC 62.1, Ventilation for Acceptable Indoor Air Quality

2. Today’s date: January 31, 2019

3.  PC Chair: Hoy Bohanon

4. Proposed TPS – Provide proposed changes below to the current approved TPS (confirm TPS by checking version on the ASHRAE website at: https://www.ashrae.org/srttps) with deleted text shown in hard strikethrough and additions shown in double underline (do not use Track Changes). 

NOTE: Proposed changes to the current approved TPS as posted on the ASHRAE website (approved by Technology Council September 28, 2018). This is ONLY a change to the Title.

Ventilation and for Acceptable Indoor Air Quality

1. PURPOSE

1.1 The purpose of this standard is to specify minimum ventilation rates and other measures intended to provide indoor air quality that is acceptable to human occupants and that minimizes adverse health effects.


1.2 This standard is intended for regulatory application to new buildings, additions to existing buildings, and those changes to existing buildings that are identified in the body of the standard.


1.3 This standard is intended to be used to guide the improvement of indoor air quality in existing buildings.


2. SCOPE

2.1 This standard applies to spaces intended for human occupancy within buildings except those within dwelling units in residential occupancies in which occupants are nontransient.


2.2 This standard defines requirements for ventilation and air-cleaning-system design, installation, commissioning, and operation and maintenance.


2.3 In addition to ventilation, this standard contains requirements related to certain contaminants and contaminant sources, including outdoor air, construction processes, moisture, and biological growth.


2.4 This standard does not prescribe specific ventilation rate requirements for:


a. Spaces that contain smoking or that do not meet the requirements in the standard for separation from spaces that contain smoking


b. Patient care areas not listed in this standard


c. Laboratories with hazardous materials


4a.  Revised TPS as proposed (“clean” version with no strikethrough or underlined changes): 


Ventilation and Acceptable Indoor Air Quality

1. PURPOSE

1.1 The purpose of this standard is to specify minimum ventilation rates and other measures intended to provide indoor air quality that is acceptable to human occupants and that minimizes adverse health effects.


1.2 This standard is intended for regulatory application to new buildings, additions to existing buildings, and those changes to existing buildings that are identified in the body of the standard.


1.3 This standard is intended to be used to guide the improvement of indoor air quality in existing buildings.


2. SCOPE

2.1 This standard applies to spaces intended for human occupancy within buildings except those within dwelling units in residential occupancies in which occupants are nontransient.


2.2 This standard defines requirements for ventilation and air-cleaning-system design, installation, commissioning, and operation and maintenance.


2.3 In addition to ventilation, this standard contains requirements related to certain contaminants and contaminant sources, including outdoor air, construction processes, moisture, and biological growth.


2.4 This standard does not prescribe specific ventilation rate requirements for:


a. Spaces that contain smoking or that do not meet the requirements in the standard for separation from spaces that contain smoking


b. Patient care areas not listed in this standard


c. Laboratories with hazardous materials


5. Background/Rationale for proposed TPS changes: 

The committee received a change proposal to modify the title of the standard. After discussion in the Atlanta meeting in January 2019 the committee recommends that changing the word “for” in the title to the word “and” more accurately describes the current content of the standard because many requirements are not ventilation. Those requirements are for acceptable indoor air quality.

6. Are the proposed TPS changes considered substantive?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes   

7. Are there new stakeholder groups that are likely to be directly impacted by the revised TPS? 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes   If yes, please identify stakeholders:

8. PC vote (yes, no, abstain, ballot not returned) to approve proposed changes and meeting/letter ballot date:


Note: This Title change was approved by SSPC 62.1 as Addendum ao to 62.1-2016 (DA-108). 


MOTION: Approve the publication public review of Addendum DA-108. (Now Addendum 62.1ao)

Date Letter Ballot Sent: 1/17/2019                                      


Date Letter Ballot Closed: 1/23/2019 @ 12:00 am (midnight) Eastern Vote Count: 15-1-0-1-5 CNV (yes-no-no without reason-abstain-not returned)


Date Recirculation Letter Ballot Sent: 1/24/2019 (due to a negative vote with reason)


Date Recirculation Letter Ballot Closed: 1/31/2019 @ 12:00 noon Eastern            


Final Vote Count: 16-1-0-2-3 CNV (yes-no-no without reason-abstain-not returned)


X denotes votes cast by Letter Ballot


RLB denotes votes cast, confirmed, or changed during the Recirculation Letter Ballot


CNV denotes Chair not voting


		NAME

		Interest


Category

		Yes

		No

		No without Comment

		Abstain

		Not Returned

		Notes



		Hoy Bohanon, Chair

		Designer-Builder

		

		

		

		X (CNV)

		

		



		Jennifer Isenbeck, Co-Vice Chair

		Owner/Operator/Occupant

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Wayne Thomann, Co-Vice Chair

		Owner/Operator/Occupant

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Lance Brown

		Owner/Operator/Occupant

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Tina Brueckner

		Designer-Builder

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Brendon Burley

		Designer-Builder

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Abdel Darwich

		Designer-Builder

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Jim Dennison

		General

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Gregg Gress (OM-ICC)

		General

		

		

		

		

		X

		



		Brian Hafendorfer

		Manufacturer

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Nathan Ho

		Designer-Builder

		

		

		

		

		X

		



		Elliott Horner

		General

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Eli Howard (OM-SMACNA)

		Designer-Builder

		

		

		

		RLB

		

		Voted during RLB



		Zalmie Hussein (OM-IAPMO)


Alternate: Hugo Aguilar

		General

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Jennifer Kane (OM-AHRI)


Alternate: Ted Wayne

		Manufacturer

		

		

		

		

		X

		



		John Nelson

		Manufacturer

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Dan Pettway

		Designer-Builder

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Stephen Ray

		Designer-Builder

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Daniel Redmond

		Owner/Operator/Occupant

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		Jeff Smith

		General

		RLB

		

		

		

		

		Voted during RLB



		Erica Stewart

		Owner/Operator/Occupant

		

		X

		

		

		

		



		Marwa Zaatari

		Manufacturer

		X

		

		

		

		

		



		TOTALS                    

		

		

		

		

		

		





		Interest Category

		Yes

		No

		No without Comment

		Abstain

		Not Returned

		TOTAL



		Designer/Builder

		

		

		

		

		

		8



		General

		

		

		

		

		

		5



		Manufacturer

		

		

		

		

		

		4



		Owner/Operator/Occupant

		

		

		

		

		

		5



		TOTAL

		16

		1

		0

		2

		3

		22



		PASSED

		X

		FAILED

		

		





REASONS FOR NEGATIVE VOTE(S): 


· Erica Stewart - I understand the concern, but I don’t think this change is an improvement and is not clearer than the existing title. I vote against the proposed change to the Title.

CHAIR’S RESPONSE:


Quoting the proposer of the change:


“This proposal also includes changing “for” to “and” in part to make the title consistent with 62.2’s title, but also because Standard 62.1 is not just about ventilation; it is about indoor air quality in general and many requirements have nothing to do with ventilation.”

REASONS FOR ABSTENTION(S):


· Hoy Bohanon – Chair not voting (CNV).

· Eli Howard - Technically nothing has been presented that would support the change in title.

Please submit request to the MOS at standards.section@ashrae.org with a copy to the PC SPLS Liaison by the published deadline for consideration at the upcoming ASHRAE SPLS meeting.


Draft response to 62.1 complaint

The ASHRAE Standards Committee has reviewed your complaint for action/inaction related to SSPC 62.1, the chairs rebuttal, and your reasoning for being unresolved by the chairs rebuttal sent via email sent on March 8, 2019.

Standards Committee finds no violations of PASA in the original complaint, and also finds that the SSPC Chair has adequately responded to the original complaint.

Supplemental Information

In the complaint, you state that the Chair of SSPC 62.1 has “acted in a way that violates PASA process with regard to insuring a lack of dominance by a single interest and by not using the subcommittee structure as formulated.”



SSPC 62.1 is a balanced committee in accordance with the requirements of PASA, so dominance could only occur if there was an exclusion of fair and equitable consideration of other viewpoints as stated in Section 7.4.2 of PASA.

The complaint states that the Chair violated PASA by “not using the subcommittee structure as formulated.” Subcommittees and their operations, if a PC chair chooses to organize a project committee in that manner, are not consensus bodies under PASA and whether or not they are operated “as formulated” is not a violation of PASA. See the enclosed ANSI interpretation addressing this topic (ANSI Interpretation ExSC 8209) which essentially states the ANSI Essential Requirement (and by extension PASA which are ASHRAE Procedures for ANSI Standards Actions) rules apply to the consensus body – which is SSPC 62.1. Subcommittees exist to facilitate the work of the project committee and may provide recommendations for consideration by the project committee, which is the balanced consensus body under ANSI requirements. SSPC 62.1 is not required to accept or reject any recommendation from any subcommittee, and SSPC 62.1 is not required to get a recommendation from any subcommittee on any action.

The “background” section of the complaint includes a history of discussion of issues related to standards for energy recovery devices beginning in June 2017. To summarize this discussion, including information from the chair’s rebuttal:

· June 2017 – Building Systems and Equipment (BSE) subcommittee was asked to investigate Chapter 5 allowances.

· At the June 2017 subcommittee meeting, BSE subcommittee decided a change was not justified.

· DA 76 proposal was circulated just prior to the January 2018 meeting,

· BSE subcommittee proposed revisions to this on February 2nd. No action was taken on this.

· June 2018 – BSE subcommittee was informed that this work was being assigned to Research and Education (R&E) subcommittee after consultation with the chair of the BSE. 

· January 2019 –The Chair proposes DA 98 and DA 99 to R&E subcommittee 

· January 2019- After discussion in subcommittee, R&E approves DA 98 and DA 99 and sends them as proposals to the main committee.  R&E subcommittee chair was unaware that BSE had been working on the issues for 2 years.

· The Chair’s rebuttal states:

· DA-76 passed SSPC 62.1 by a vote of 15-1-0-1-5 CNV

· DA-98 is still under consideration by the project committee

· DA-99 passed SSPC 62.1 by a vote of 19-2-0-1-0 CNV

Based on the description of the process in the complaint, there is no indication or evidence provided that the full committee was not given an opportunity to debate and discuss the merits of the proposals, or that any viewpoint was excluded from fair consideration by SSPC 62.1. The votes were also not close on the two measures which have been approved by the committee, DA-76 (1 negative vote of 22) and DA-99 (2 negative votes of 22.)

The other major contention in the complaint was that the chair used his dominant position to control the committee and revise the standard to meet his or his organization’s goals. This, according to the complaint, was done via the chair personally writing interpretation requests and proposed revisions to the standard for review by the committee.  

However, neither of these actions is a violation of PASA or necessarily inappropriate. For a chair to produce a “straw man” document for discussion and consideration by a committee is quite common. It would be a violation of PASA for the chair to unduly restrict debate on revisions to that document, to block proposed changes issued by other committee members, or in some other way exclude consideration of other viewpoints. No evidence has been presented that this sort of exclusion occurred.

Finally, the described sequence of actions in some cases seem to show very quick approval of the chair’s proposals by the 62.1 committee or subcommittees. An example is the approval of DA 98 and DA 99 by R&E subcommittee in Atlanta at their subcommittee meeting after not having the document prior to the meeting. This would appear to indicate one of two possibilities:

· The subcommittee is not doing proper due diligence and is simply approving what is presented to them by the chair. While this would indicate the subcommittee and the project committee members on it were not doing their jobs as well as they should, it would not be a problem with the committee chair. It would also not be a violation of PASA. These individuals are on the committee and have an opportunity to participate, whether they give sufficient attention to a particular subject is not up to outsiders to judge.

· The proposal by the chair was regarded as reasonable and uncontroversial by the members of the subcommittee, and after considering it carefully they approved it. This possibility is also supported by the vote totals for the one item of the two that passed the committee, passing with a very strong majority.

Neither of these possibilities would be a violation of PASA.

Summary

In summary, Standards Committee finds no evidence has been provided that demonstrate a violation of PASA as alleged in the complaint. Subcommittees exist to improve the productivity and operations of the committee as a whole, but their operations, assigned roles, and chair delegation is not subject to PASA. It is also not undue influence by the chair to write proposed changes to the standard. Anyone can do that, including the chair. No evidence has been presented that the chair restricted consideration of alternative proposals or prevented revisions in the proposals that he submitted.

Thank you for your interest in the ASHRAE Standards Process.
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ANSI

American National Standards Institute

ExSC 8209

ANSI ExSC Interpretation:
Applicability of the ANSI Essential Requirements to groups other than
an ANS Consensus Body (September 2010)

The ANSI Executive Standards Council (ExSC) was asked whether any of the ANSI Essential
Requirements are mandatory for subcommittees, task groups, or other parties (formal or informal) that
are not the consensus body itself if the developer’s procedures are silent on this issue. These groups
may include members of the consensus body, but may not act on their behalf. Any actions or
recommendations taken by these subgroups would require additional approval by the consensus body
as stated in the ANSI Essential Requirements and/or the developer’s procedures.

The ExSC discussed this issue and agreed that the answer is “no”.

Questions: psa@ansi.org

Headquarters 1899 L Street, NW, 11th Floor, Washington, D.C. 20036 = Tel: 202.293.8020 Fax: 202.293.9287
> New York Office 25 West 43rd Street, New York, NY 10036 « Tel: 212.642.4900 Fax: 212.398.0023

WWW.ansi.org










