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FROM: Jeanne Moreau-Correia  

 

DATE: September 14, 2009 

 

SUBJECT: NFPA16 ROP Letter Ballot Final Results 

 

The Final Results of the NFPA 16 ROP Letter Ballot are as follows:  

 

30 Members Eligible to Vote 

  7  Ballots Not Returned (V.F. Bateman, P. Caron, N. Dawe, D. Dixon, J.R. Ivey,  

             P. Rivers, and F. Walker) 

 

21  Affirmative on All 

  2 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report (S. Maxwell and J. Sutton) 

  0 Abstentions on one or more proposals as noted in report  

 

The number of affirmative votes need for the report to be published is 16. 

(30 eligible to vote - 7 not returned - 0 abstentions = 23 × 0.66 = 15.18) 

 

In all cases, an affirmative vote of at least a simple majority of the total membership 

eligible to vote is required. 

(30 of eligible voting members ÷ 2 = 15 (16) 

 

Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included unless the ballot 

from the principal member was not received. 

 

According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required 

affirmative votes to pass ballot 

 

ATTACHMENT: (Final) Circulation Explanations 



Circulation Explanation Report for AUT-FOW   Proposals Monday, September 14, 2009
Document # 16

16-2 1.1.1 and 2.2 (Log # 1 )

Negative

Maxwell, S. I agree with submitter’s substantiation that 1.1.1 should provide guidance on where foam-water sprinkler and spray
systems are required.  If the Scope of the standard is going to indicate where the user should go to determine where these systems are
required, it should direct them to the building and fire codes.  Committee Statement seems to agree with substantiation, that
“Adopted Codes generally dictate where something is required, and Standards will generally explain how to install those systems”.

16-7 7.3.2.4 (Log # 11 )

Affirmative with Comment

Maxwell, S. I believe the proposed wording is ambiguous.  It is unclear whether the requirement is for 250 gpm for inside hose
streams and 250 gpm for outside hose streams (a total of 500 gpm for hose streams), or for 250 gpm combined for inside and outside
hose streams (a totals of 250 gpm for hose streams).

Sutton, J. While I agree with the premise of this added text, I do not agree with reducing the hose requirement to 250 gpm.  This
should be 500 gpm as in the original submitter's proposal as nearly all high hazard occupancies require a 500 gpm hose stream
allowance and a foam-water system is not likely to be used in other than a high hazard occupancy.

16-15 8.4.1.5.1 (Log # CP6 )

Negative

Sutton, J. It would be nearly impossible to collect discharged foam solution in a manner that would prevent its contamination or
maintain its integrity such that it could be reused.  To attempt to reuse this material would likely compromise the protection provided
by the foam-water system, and therefore, should not be done.
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