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Meeting Minutes (draft) 

 
o The meeting was called to order at 8:00 AM on Tuesday, March 23, 2010. 

Committee Chairman Jeff Harrington asked for self-introductions from the 
committee members present. The self-introductions were followed by 
recognition of guests. 

o A motion was made to Accept the meeting minutes of the ROP meeting 
held in Orlando, FL in September 2009. The motion passed.  

o Chairman Harrington briefly reviewed the number of comments received 
for discussion and outlined a plan for addressing them for the meeting. 
New committee members were recognized, including Greg Linteris of 
NIST, Principal Member, and Luc Merredew with UTC, who is Alternate to 
Joe Senecal. 

o NFPA Staff Liaison Jonathan Levin reviewed the current document cycle 
for NFPA 2001 and NFPA 12. Chairman Harrington welcomed Jonathan 
Levin as this was the first meeting that he has attended as the Staff 
Liaison. 

NFPA 12 – No Comments  were  s ubmitted 

NFPA 2001 

o Log # 2 – A motion to Accept was made and passed. Dale Edlbeck 
discussed reasons for the GWP (Global Warming Potential) number for 
IG-541 to be shown as “0” in Table A.1.6. The main reason was that the 
fraction of CO2 was initially removed from the gas and then added back in 
the manufacturing, with a net result of zero. There was additional 
discussion regarding the use of fractional numbers in Table A.1.6 and 
whether the values should be rounded to whole numbers.  

o Log # 1 – A motion to Accept was made and passed. Discussion 
concerned the use of only an inert gas agent for the sub-floor volume 
when the room above is not protected by a clean agent system. The 
potential of decomposition of halocarbon agents and leakage was 
discussed.   

o Log # 5 – A motion to Accept in Principle was made and subsequently 
removed during discussion. A motion was then made to Accept in 
Principle in Part and was passed.  Discussion concerned whether the 



below floor space is really too small for fire detection, given the state-of-
the-art in air sampling detection and the use of small diameter piping. The 
Committee decided to keep the first part of the proposal and remove the 
exception, as it was felt it was too restrictive on design flexibility. 

o Log # 4 – A motion to Accept in Principle was made and passed. 
Discussion concerned the technology development for supervision of the 
actuator and the time that may be needed until 2016. The Committee 
decided to rearrange some proposed wording and add comments 
regarding retroactive application. 

o Log # 3 – A motion to Reject was made and passed. See Committee 
action on Log # 4 above. 

o Log # 24 – A motion to Reject was made and passed. See Committee 
action on Log # 4 above. 

o Log # 8 – A motion to Reject was made and passed. See Committee 
action on Log # 4 above. 

o Log # 6 – A motion was made to Reject and passed. This proposal 
involves the Class C minimum design concentration. Discussion included 
a re-cap of the committee actions from past meetings. Phil DiNenno 
discussed the background and previous meeting action. Joe Senecal 
discussed the situation when an electrical fault occurs the equipment is 
typically lost but the fire can be localized. Greg Linteris discussed the 
energized electrical cable fire testing that was conducted and the need for 
safety factors. Tom Wysocki discussed some of the history of the use of 
CO2 inerting concentrations and that these levels of concentration would 
not apply to halocarbons due to the health effects. The motion was passed 
14 – 7. 

o Log # 10 – A motion to Accept in Principle was made and passed. This 
proposal is to base the Class C design concentration on a safety factor of 
1.35 times the minimum extinguishing concentration for Class A material.  
The committee action is to retain the list of criteria that, if conditions are 
exceeded, require the design concentration to be 1.6 times the minimum 
extinguishing concentration for Class A material. The Committee decided 
to include a table which lists the minimum design concentration to simplify 
the application of design concentrations and not require multiplying values 
from a separate table by the safety factor.  Annex material is added to 
support the safety factor and highlight the results of tests involving 
energized electrical equipment.   

o Log # 14 – A motion to Reject was made and passed. See Committee 
action on Log # 10 and # 6 above. 

o Log # 23 – A motion to Reject was made and passed. See Committee 
action on Log # 10 and # 6 above. 



o Log # 15 – A motion to Accept in Principle was made and passed. This 
proposal was to add Annex material to reference documents for energized 
electrical equipment fire testing. The Committee decided to add 
references to testing that was conducted by NIST. 

o Log # 21 – A motion to Accept was made and passed. This proposal 
revises a definition and includes Annex information. 

o Log # 22 – A motion to Accept was made and passed. The proposal 
revises a definition and includes Annex information. 

o Log # 18 – A motion to Reject was made and passed. This proposal was 
to require air sampling fire detection systems to be cross-zoned. The 
Committee understands that air sampling fire detection systems offer 
multiple thresholds of alarm settings and the technology offers alarm 
action levels prior to system actuation.     

o Log # 19 – A motion to Reject was made and passed.  Discussion 
included the remarks that the proposed action referred to a ROP proposal 
that related to a health safety issue. The Committee feels that health 
safety is adequately addressed in Sections 1.5, 4.3.5.2 and 4.3.5.6.   

o Log # 20 – A motion to Accept was made and passed.  

o CC # 1 – A motion to Accept in Principle was made and passed. This 
proposed action was submitted for the ROC meeting but was omitted from 
the published material. The proposed action adds Annex material that 
discusses GWP (Global Warming Potential) of agents. 

o CC # 2 – Following the action by the Committee regarding the design 
concentration for Class C fire hazards the Annex material required 
revision. This Committee Comment provides the revision to A.5.4.2.5.1. A 
motion to Accept was made and passed. 

o CC # 3 – This Committee Comment was developed following discussion 
regarding the proposals concerning action on minimum design 
concentrations for Class A fire hazards. Previous Committee action 
increased the minimum design concentration (MDC) to 1.3 times the 
minimum extinguishing concentration (MEC) determined by UL test 
criteria. Committee discussion included comments that the MEC for clean 
agents has decreased in recent years and that the ISO standard fire test 
was different than the UL fire test and presented different challenges for 
extinguishment using the same concentrations of agent. Committee 
discussion also highlighted the successful fire extinguishment history of 
clean agents. There are no known incidents in which the clean agent did 
not extinguish the fire using the existing MDC of the agent. There is 
concern that using the 1.3 times the MEC causes the MDC for Class A fire 
hazards of certain agents to actually exceed the MDC for Class B fire 
hazard. This Committee Comment retains the existing 1.2 times the MEC 



and requires the MDC to be whichever is greater; the 1.2 times the MEC, 
or, the Class B fire hazard MEC. A motion was made to Accept and was 
passed by a vote of 14 – 5.  

o Log # 7 – A motion was made to Accept in Principle and was passed. See 
Committee action on CC # 3 above. 

o Log # 9 – A motion was made to Accept in Principle and was passed. See 
Committee action on CC # 3 above. 

o Log # 11 – A motion to Reject was made and passed. Discussion involved 
the concerns regarding room over-pressurization with a 60 second 
discharge and also that the required concentration holding times allow for 
extinguishment which is not significantly impacted by the initial time to 
achieve 95% of the concentration. 

o Log # 17 – A motion to Reject was made and passed. See Committee 
action on Log # 11 above. 

o Log # 16 – A motion to Reject was made and passed. See Committee 
action on Log # 11 above. 

o Log # 13 – A motion to Accept was made and passed. 

o Log # 12 – A motion to Hold was made and passed. The Committee 
believes that this proposal presents new material without adequate 
substantiation. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11:14 AM on Wednesday, March 24, 2010. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ronald Adcock 

 

 

 










