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M E M O R A N D U M  

 

To: NFPA Technical Committee on Dry and Wet Chemical Extinguishing Systems 

From:  Elena Carroll, Administrator, Technical Projects 

Date:  June 11, 2012    

Subject: NFPA 17 ROC TC FINAL Ballot Results (F2012 Cycle) 

 

According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary affirmative votes to pass ballot. 

30 Members Eligible to Vote  
 0 Members that did not Return a Ballot 
28 Members who voted Affirmative on All   
 2 Members who voted Negative on one or more comment: (Klingenmaier and Wood)   
0 Members who Abstained 
 
The attached report shows the number of affirmative, negative, and abstaining votes as well as the explanation of 
the vote for each comment.   

There are two criteria necessary for each comment to pass ballot: (1) simple majority and (2) affirmative 2/3  
vote.   The mock examples below show how the calculations are determined.  

(1) Example for Simple Majority: Assuming there are 20 vote eligible committee members, 11 affirmative votes 
are required to pass ballot.  (Sample calculation:  20 members eligible to vote ÷ 2 = 10 + 1 = 11) 

 

(2) Example for Affirmative 2/3:  Assuming there are 20 vote eligible committee members and 1 member did not 

return their ballot and 2 members abstained, the number of affirmative votes required would be 12.  (Sample 
calculation: 20 members eligble to vote – 1 not returned – 2 abstentions = 17 x 0.66 = 11.22 = 12 ) 

 
As always please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.   
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17-1 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 30  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

2.3.4 (Log # 2 )

17-2 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 29  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

3.4.5 Pre-Engineered Systems and A.3.4.5 (New) (Log # 4 )

Negative

Klingenmaier, W. While I agree that a consistent and organized format should be utilized in all NFPA Standards, changing language to
comply with Manual of Style should NOT result in lost, non-intended, or an incorrect meaning of a statement and/or requirement.  The current
definition for “Pre-engineered Systems” uses several sentences to differentiate it from an engineered system.  An important facet in the definition of
a “Pre-engineered System” is the fact that all specified system "limitations have been verified by testing laboratories . . . (A.5.9.1)".  Engineered
systems use equipment and processes that have been verified by testing laboratories to “engineer” a system.  The current Committee Action in the
Annex, uses the word "should" in several places, including "listed by a testing laboratory".  While Annex material is explanatory, the implication is
that a pre-engineered system should be, but does not necessarily need to be, listed by a testing laboratory.  In addition, “the hazards protected by
these systems should be, but does not necessarily need to be, limited as to type and size based on actual fire tests”.

17-3 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 30  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

4.11,  (New) (Log # 9 )

Affirmative with Comment

Kline, D. A visual examination may not reveal contaminants or foreign materials. Should read "during assembly piping shall be cleaned
internally to remove possible contaminants and foreign materials". Substantiation found in NFPA 12 - 4.7.2.2 and 2001 - 4.2.1.6 which require
cleaning prior to assembly.

17-4 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 30  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

5.5.6.1 (Log # 7 )

17-5 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 30  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

5.7.3 (Log # 5 )

17-6 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 30  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

10.4 (Log # 10 )

17-7 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 30  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

10.4.3.3 (Log # 6 )

17-8 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 30  Negative: 0  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

10.4.5 (Log # 1 )

17-9 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 29  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

11.1.3 (Log # 3 )

Negative
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Wood, R. I agree with the submitters comments and disagree with the committee action for the following reasons; 1)  NFPA 17 is not a
professional qualifications standard, but rather an installation standard.  To dictate the single, specific method of determining qualifications of
installers is to cover material not intended to be within the scope of the document in 17:1.1;  2) Using a written test merely examines the level of
cognitive knowledge.  Installation is a physical skill and cannot be adequately examined solely via a written exam;  3) AHJ's are charged in all other
aspects of this standard with determining what is Approved (3.2.1).  This provision unnecessarily restricts the AHJ's options for approval.

17-10 Eligible To Vote:30  Affirmative: 29  Negative: 1  Abstain: 0  Not Returned: 0

11.1.3 (Log # 8 )

Negative

Wood, R. I agree with the submitters comments and disagree with the committee action for the following reasons; 1)  NFPA 17 is not a
professional qualifications standard, but rather an installation standard.  To dictate the single, specific method of determining qualifications of
installers is to cover material not intended to be within the scope of the document in 17:1.1;  2) Using a written test merely examines the level of
cognitive knowledge.  Installation is a physical skill and cannot be adequately examined solely via a written exam;  3) The submitters proposal
would make the guidance provided in this standard consistent with other standards such as NFPA 10, 72, etc.
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