FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION
Letter Ballot:  OEOSC/OP FILLIN "TaskForce" 
Ballot No.: 2013-10 TF2 level approval of OP1.002
Issued:  December 17, 2013
Date Due:  January 31, 2014
OEOSC ASC OP, Committee for Optics and Electro-Optical Instruments, TF2 Surface Imperfections

Title:  BSR/OEOSC OP1.002 Optics and Electro-Optical Instruments – Optical Elements and Assemblies – Surface Imperfections
Question 1: Shall the task force approve the subject standard and submit it to ASC OP for approval?
O Affirmative     Comments, if any, should be submitted using the ASC OP comment template

O Negative w/reasons:
O Abstain w/reasons:
Enter reasons in the space provided.  Include another sheet if your comments exceed this space.  All negative votes and abstentions must be accompanied by an explanation.
Mail or email your response to
Dave Aikens
OEOSC Executive Director
P.O. Box 25705
Rochester, NY  14625-0705
daikens@optstd.org
In addition to TF approval, the project leader has requested feedback on seven specific issues associated with this standard.  Please take a moment to answer all seven additional questions, below.  Answers can be provided in-line.
Brand new to this version (as compared to the current published version 2009)

Question 2: Should we introduce supplementary scratch-and-dig notations to (1) allow suspension of accumulation and concentration tests (See Section 2.1.4.3.1) and/or (2) to allow scratch length to be defined along the optical surface rather than as projected onto a planar clear aperture (See Section 2.1.4.3.2)?

Question 3: Should we limit smallest dimensional specification to 1 micron for scratches (see Section 2.1.3.1.1) and 10 microns for digs? (see Section 2.1.3.1.2)?

Changes to the current published version 2009

Question 4: Should we produce our own version of C7461866 rather than simply making reference to ARDEC’s C7641866? This possible change has not been drafted into this version 5.3.16. (See Section 1.5.1).

Question 5: Should we allow supplementary magnification of 4x to evaluate visibility specifications? (See Section 7.1.6.1).

Question 6: Should we allow all kinds of scratches and digs outside the clear aperture? Currently, we limit them. (See Section 2.1.2.5 and Section 2.1.3.3). However, we allow all kinds of areal imperfections in that outer region. There is no section that defines acceptable levels of areal imperfections outside the clear aperture; therefore, every kind of areal imperfection is allowed out there, unless limited by the designer in the form of a comment. (See Section 2.3). Note that all specifications are limited to the clear aperture unless explicitly stated otherwise. (See Section 1.2.1).

Question 7: Should we correct the misunderstanding about the meaning of “true roof surface” and apply the scratch-and-dig specification to any roof surface? Should we explicitly address roof surfaces at all? (See Section 8.6). Note that the diagram in Section 8.6.4 depicts a “true” roof prism, an Amici Roof Prism, as probably intended by MIL-PRF-13830B, and note that it is different than the diagram in version 2009 in which a Porro Prism is depicted. (See Section 3.1.5 of OP1.002-2009).

Question 8: Should we clarify the nature of a default “clear aperture” as “planar”? (See Section 2.1.4.3.3 and Section 8.4).
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