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Manufacturers Standardization Society (MSS) Comments on ExSC 8096

MSS appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the ANSI Essential Requirements document relating to conflict and duplication.  MSS has been involved with creating American [National] Standards since the early 1920’s and our past General Chairman (President), Mr. Howard Coonley, was an ANSI President. 

As an accredited ANSI standards developer, MSS would like to provide the following comments in regard to ExSC 8096:

MSS supports the goal of the ANSI ExSC of improving the process.  However, the proposed revisions could create an overly onerous process for ASDs; especially for small and mid-sized ASDs such as MSS, with limited resources, both financial and personnel related.  Also, ASDs do not usually have unfettered access to the content of other ASDs in order to determine duplication or conflict.  We use “best efforts” but putting such a large burden on small ASD’s to scour the libraries of large ASDs and other SDOs, with hundreds or possibly thousands of standards, will not promote the standard’s process.  How are ASDs to acquire the standards in question to determine conflict or duplication?  We can not buy all these standards nor does ANSI currently have a process to review them for this specific purpose.  We appreciate the intent, but much of the proposed text is clearly stacked against small to mid-sized ASDs in favor of the large ASDs with more resources, legal staff, and personnel.  Large ASDs would find it easier to look through the catalog of smaller ASDs with a relatively smaller expenditure of staff time and expense.

Another problem is that if such a system were implemented, the entire standards process could slow down dramatically as all these ASDs would need to officially communicate or liaise with other ASDs and their committees in order to determine duplication of efforts.  The current system works well.  It is unclear what precipitated this need to change the process in such a fashion that can be construed as overly burdensome; especially for the ASDs.  It should also be noted that ASDs currently coordinate activities and many MSS members are members of other ASDs/SDOs.  Thus, coordination already happens at the committee level.  In addition, such changes may foster a litigious and adversarial atmosphere among ASDs that could poison the collegial environment many ASDs share.  Conversely, many ASDs/SDOs are also competitors and such onerous coordination requirements, which are really beyond normal “good faith” efforts, could be problematic to business models and internal activity plans.  

These proposed revisions to the ANSI Essential Requirements document require substantial additional work on the part of ASDs, especially smaller ones.  Shouldn’t ANSI and a database help facilitate the proposed tasks?  The current requirements already do a good job of addressing possible duplication and conflict.  Issues may arise at times, but that is what the current process addresses and we should not be so quick to place cumbersome burdens on ANSI members because of occasional issues. 

Standards that propose competing technical solutions for a particular standard’s need, where the development or user community wants choices among the technical solutions for various reasons, should also not be characterized as “conflicting” or “duplicative.”  If needed, both technical solutions or standards can be implemented in a single product if users desire; or users, manufacturers, etc. may desire a choice of solutions (multiple standards).  This is often true in many sectors.

It can also be asked what the term “substantially” implies?  Many standards are based on similar base-line text but involve a different technical parameter or one ASDs standard may be similar to another but expands to another criteria or technical element not included on the other standard.  In such case, someone may consider them “substantially” the same, but they are really not.  It would not be fair for the other ASD to not be able to develop a solution that supports another standard, nor would it be fair for the industry to be denied this option or capability.  This problem also extends into the proposed term “similarity” as in proposed Section 2.4.1.  Standards that are similar in many respects may be desired or needed for multiple reasons.  Duplication should be more exact in its definition—not just similar in subject matter but exactly the same subject matter.  Such proposed wording and requirements could be problematic to smaller ASDs that may develop standards in support of other standards developed by larger ASDs or ones that provide a “niche.”  Overall, this is a slippery slope and should be avoided.  Such wording could also be considered anti-competitive on ANSI’s part as it may impede one ASD from providing a solution that extends or adds capabilities to another ASDs standard—similar subject matter in many ways but not exactly similar.

It is MSS’s opinion that ANSI should consider the potential risk of driving ASDs out of the ANS system in order to avoid onerous and burdensome new requirements; especially with relation to smaller members that provide a niche or a supportive product.  Most SDOs, we believe, will pursue projects based on what their members want, even if it means issuing their standards without the ANS mark.  This could cause unintended consequence for ANSI and possibly result in an erosion of ANSI's ASD member base and result in even more duplication and conflict of U.S. standards than might already exist.  We respectfully request that the EcSC re-evaluate the proposed changes from this perspective and take into account the full spectrum of membership.

Some specific comments follow regarding the current proposed text (Note that MSS does not believe there is an extensive issue that needs addressed at this time nor does it endorse the notion that duplicate/conflicting standards activities are a substantial problem that needs managing by ANSI in this manner):

Section 2.4

Many, if not most, ASDs already coordinate and harmonize standards activities of multiple levels AS ABLE.  So, why not indicate this implicit “good faith” effort in the first sentence as in: “…developers to coordinate and harmonize activities, as able, to avoid or minimize …”

In the second paragraph, last sentence, given the preceding arguments, it would be more appropriate to strike the term “substantially.”  So would read: “…documentation on subject matter that is the same.”

Section 2.4.1

Some duplication may be desired or similar text may be needed.  Propose deleting term “similarity” and just concentrate on exact or basically exact text.  For instance, the first sentence could read: “…involves either the same subject matter (as defined in scope statements) or the same in specific technical content…”.  Same concept with second paragraph.  Also, the term “portions thereof” in the second paragraph is also a problem as many standards specifically and intentionally utilize some of the same text to increase consistency and industry-wide conformity.  This term is not needed and is problematic to many ASDs.  

Section 2.4.3

The first two bullet points (especially the first) can cause onerous and burdensome new requirements; especially for smaller ASDs.  An ANSI database would help this matter.  This also seems to discredit ASDs and their good faith/coordination efforts already utilized.

Section 4.2.1.1? (Criteria for approval of an ANS)

MSS does not support the proposed text and new bullet points for reasons given previously; especially the second ”d” bullet starting “other known…”.  The end of the section, starting “The BSR shall not approve standards that conflict with or duplicate…” included proposed text that is also problematic and contrary to the process.  MSS supports keeping original text.

Section 4.3 and Section 5.4

MSS supports the original text.  The proposed text is onerous and burdensome and could jeopardize the established ANS process.  The proposed procedures are also unfair to smaller ASDs and could present extensive financial and personnel oriented issues.  The current system works well and the addition of an ANSI database could be the improvement that is needed.

MSS appreciates the ability to comment on this matter and appreciate the efforts of the ANSI Executive Standards Council; however we do not see that there is a glaring problem that would necessitate the proposed remedy.  MSS DOES NOT support the proposed text as indicated in ExSC 8096. 

In addition, MSS supports and endorses the comments provided by Valley View Corporation and by the Information Technology Industry Council.

Sincerely,

Robert F. O'Neill
Executive Director
Manufacturers Standardization Society
127 Park Street NE
Vienna, VA  22180
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