
 
 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

 

To:            Water Additives for Fire Control and Vapor Mitigation 

 

From:  Jeanne Moreau-Correia, Project Administrator Supervisor 

 

Date:  September 4, 2008 

 

Subject: Circulation of Votes - Report on Proposals Ballot for NFPA 18 

             

 

In accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects, attached are 

reasons for abstention and negative votes and affirmative comments for your review.  If you 

wish you now have the opportunity to change your vote.  If you haven’t returned a ballot, 

you may submit it during the circulation period.    

 

The preliminary results of balloting are as follows: 

 

13 Members Eligible to Vote 

  5  Ballots not Returned by Closing Date (M.Greiner, P.Caron, C.Hanauska, 

            R. Tinsley Jr. and J. Wright)   

 

 

Affirmatives 

All votes except those noted below. 

 

 

Affirmatives with Comments 

 

18-18 C. Johnson 

18-29 H.Vandersall 

18-32 C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-33 C.Johnson 

18-37 C.Johnson 

18-41 C.Johnson 

18-45 C.Johnson 

18-48 C.Johnson 

 

18-50 C.Johnson 

18-56 C.Johnson 

18-57 C.Johnson 

18-58 C.Johnson 

18-59 C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-61 B.Shugarman 

 



 

 

 

Negatives 

 

18-4 C.George, C. Johnson,    H.Vandersall 

18-11 C.George, C.Johnson, H.Vandersall                                 

18-12 C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-14 C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-15 C.George, C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-16 C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-17 C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-18 B.Shugarman, H.Vandersall 

18-19 C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-21 C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-22         C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-23         C.Johnson, H.Vandersall   

18-24         C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-25         C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-27         C.Johnson 

18-28         C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

18-29         C.Johnson, B.Shgarman 

 

   18-30      C.Johnson 

   18-32      B.Shugarman  

   18-33      B.Shugarman 

   18-35      B.Shugarman 

   18-36      C.George, C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

   18-40      C.Johnson 

   18-42      C.Johnson 

   18-43      C.Johnson 

   18-46      C.George, C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

   18-47      C.George, C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

   18-48      H.Vandersall 

   18-49      C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

   18-50      H.Vandersall 

   18-56     C.George, H.Vandersall 

   18-58     H.Vandersall 

   18-61     C.Johnson, H.Vandersall 

   18-62     C.Johnson 

 

    

 

 

If you wish to change your vote, changes must be received on or before Thursday,  

September 17, 2008.  Please fax vote changes to (617) 984-7110 or e-mail 

jmoreaucorreia@nfpa.org 

 

 

Attachments 

 

cc: Linda Fuller, Standards Administration  

 Louise Grant, Standards Development   

 

mailto:jmoreaucorreia@nfpa.org
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18-4 2.2 (Log # CP22 )
Negative

George, C. EPA does not conduct toxicity testing and statement
NFPA Tech committees limited in regard to what can be stated in standard is that they must meet “guidelines” is inconsistent and

inappropriate in relation to response to environmental safety and health (see NFPA 18 and 1150).

Johnson, C. Many standards and testing bodies provide documented test methods for performing certain tests.  This helps
assure that testing labs are using the same methodology and allows interested parties from users to regulatory bodies to compare
performance information from a number of sources.
If a test method includes performance requirements; i.e. pass or fail bounds then those should be followed unless an explanation is

provided for the deviation from the standard.  However, most test methods do not contain performance limits, and in this case, others
need to include implementing language that includes the performance limits.
NFPA Technical Committees have the responsibility to prepare useful documents for their members and others who look to NFPA

for guidance.  Many of the AHJ do not have the appropriate technical expertise in-house to determine reasonable and appropriate
limits for required tests.  We as a committee need to be accountable to those looking to the TC for assistance on selecting products.
If this proposal is accepted, we would remove all performance limits from toxicity testing.  This amounts to a failure to perform our

assignment and abdicate our responsibility to users who depend on the committee for advice with regards to safe and effective
products.
Going a step further , we would have to remove the limits from most sections citing ASTM or NACE test methods as that is exactly

what these documents are, standard methods to perform a test.

Vandersall, H. The Committee was told by the Liaison that NFPA Technical Committees “can only state that the toxicology of
the water additive and/or the wetting agent must meet US EPA Guidelines, or equivalent.  This Technical Committee is not
considered the technical expert when it comes to deciding what is an acceptable or unacceptable level of toxicity.  The US EPA is the
toxicity expert”.  This statement was accepted by a majority of those Committee members attending the ROP meeting.  I was not one
of them.
I believe this to be an incorrect interpretation of NFPA policy/practice.  For example, both NFPA 18A, Standard on Water

Additives for Fire Control and Vapor Mitigation, 2007 edition and NFPA 1150, Standard on Foam Chemicals for Fires in Class A
Fuels, 2004 edition contain essentially the same requirements as those present in the 2006 edition of NFPA-18.
Further, it is my understanding that NEPA does not conduct toxicity testing nor establish the safety of mixtures of components.

Wetting agents are mixtures of component chemicals.  The toxicity of the components in a composition does not equate to the
toxicity (safety) of mixtures of these components. For example, ammonium nitrate is a very safe fertilizer and many thousands of
tons without concern for its toxicity; lubricating oils are used in vast quantities as well and can be purchased in any hardware or auto
parts store.  However, combining the two of these relatively safe components and placing them in a contained environment results in
one of the most hazardous explosive known.  It would be dishonest, at best, if this mixture were provided to a user and a warning was
not included.
Lastly, the Technical Committee, responsible for development and maintenance of a Standard designed to provide guidance to the

user and/or the AHJ, needs to have and provide information on the acceptability (including safety)  of the “product whether it be
hardware or a chemical composition.  Otherwise, the developed Standard does not serve its purpose. The Technical Committee is the
recognized authority to which NFPA and the AHJ depend to provide the required information for the Standards.  Restricting any
aspect of their authority in developing the Standard defeats the purpose for which it is being developed.
I urge the Committee to defend their ability to provide in a Standard whatever information is deemed necessary to provide the AHJ

with the information that should be available.

18-11 3.3.7 (Log # CP13 )
Negative

George, C. Unnecessary addition of a word that results in confusion.  Apply “Clear Text” throughout.  This is an issue in 18-12
(Log #4), 18-14 (Log #6), 18-22 (Log #8), 18-23 (Log #CP16), 18-28 (Log #12),18-29 (Log #13), &18-49 (Log #32)

Johnson, C. NFPA 18 defines wetting agent as “A concentrate which, when added to water reduces the surface tension and
increases its ability to penetrate and spread.”
Provided that users of the standard read the definitions this should be adequate although adding the sentence “within the body of

this document the term concentrate is used to mean wetting agent.”  Similarly, a statement added to the definition of wetting agent
solution “within the body of this document the term solution is used to mean wetting agent solution.”
If accepted most of the paragraphs of this section will need to be amended to maintain consistency.  This seems to me to be a lot of

effort for one word which may not improve understanding of the intent or the requirement.
The committee needs to have a discussion on the use of “wetting agent,” “wetting agent concentrate,” “concentrate,” “wetting agent

solution,” and “solution” at the beginning of the next meeting.  Once there is accord on the use of each term the entire standard
should be reviewed specifically to align the terminology with the committee’s decision.
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Vandersall, H. The definition in NFPA-18 is as follows: “Wetting Agent.  A concentrate which, when added to water reduces
the surface tension and increases its ability to penetrate and spread.”  This proposal changes Wetting Agent to Wetting Agent
Concentrate in the title.
This seems like a small change, unworthy of comment, but it results in the unnecessary addition of the word “concentrate” in many-

many locations throughout the text.  That would, of course, be justified if the change did, in fact, improve clarity.  However, I believe
that it just adds words that may, in fact, increase the fogginess of the message.  Adding words for the sake of change should be
avoided.  This comment relates to all of the Proposals listed above.

18-12 4.1 (Log # 4 )
Negative

Johnson, C. The definitions currently in NFPA 18 define wetting agent as the concentrate and further define wetting agent
solutions as “water to which a wetting agent has been added.”
This is pretty clear and there is no reason for us to add more words that cannot clarify a clear statement.

Vandersall, H. See my Explanation of Negative on Proposal 18-11  (Log #CP13).

18-14 4.3 and A.4.3 (Log # 6 )
Negative

Johnson, C. I think that the concept of the revisions of this section are good; however, I think we need to stop adding words that
are not needed for clarity.
See my Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13) regarding the inclusion of a “short name” for the concentrate and the

solution applies here as well.

Vandersall, H. See my Explanation of Negative on Proposal 18-11  (Log #CP13).

18-15 4.5 (Log # CP28 )
Negative

George, C. See my Explanation of Negative on 18-4 (Log #CP22).

Johnson, C. See my Explanation of Negative on 18-4 (Log #CP22).  The committee is responsible for preparing a useful and
meaningful document.  Removing the performance criteria is an abdication of this responsibility.
We need to take advantage of the technical expertise of committee members to include requirements that will assist the AHJ in

decision making.  Toxicity testing, and the associated performance limits, is one of those areas where it is unlikely that the AHJ will
have the knowledge to establish meaningful toxicity limits.

Vandersall, H. See my Comment 1.  This proposal removes the responsibility of placing product toxicity limits from the
Technical Committee and assigns it to the AHJ. It is unlikely that the user or the AHJ would have the capability or the technical
expertise necessary to establish toxicity limits.

18-16 Chapter 5 (Log # CP15 )
Negative

Johnson, C. The definition is clear that a wetting agent is a concentrate.  We don’t need to further muddy those waters.  See my
Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13).

Vandersall, H. The NFPA-18 Technical Committee, edition 2006 decided to separate the testing requirements for the wetting
agent as received from the supplier from those on the user prepared wetting agent solutions.  The TC, at that time, decided that
separation improved the clarity of the document.  This proposal suggests combining the two.  Nothing has changed since 2006.  It is
believed that the original organization is clearer than the proposed organization.

18-17 5.1 (Log # 7 )
Negative

Johnson, C. The definition is clear that a wetting agent is a concentrate.  We don’t need to further muddy those waters.  See my
Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13).
The addition of the word “prepared at the concentration(s) specified for use by the manufacturer” is good and should be kept.
The last change “subjected to the tests in this chapter” is less clear than the original which should be retained.

Vandersall, H. This change was required by the acceptance of Proposal 18-16 and results in the addition of additional
“concentrates”.

18-18 5.1.2 (Log # CP4 )
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Negative

Shugarman, B. Acceptance of this proposal would contradict Proposal 18-19 (Log #CP10).

Vandersall, H. It is stated that this proposal removes “unenforceable language as per the NFPA Manual of Style”.  In fact, it
merely removes the stipulation that the test results shall be recorded and made available by the manufacturer on a technical data
sheet.  This is certainly not unenforceable language.  Further, it removes the necessity for the manufacturer to provide the customer
with the results of the testing required by this Standard.  This proposal should certainly not be sustained by the TC.

Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. This is not an issue of unenforceable language or fixing unenforceable language.  This action along with comments
19 and 20 simply rearrange and relocate the text.  There is nothing wrong with the current wording but splitting it into 2 sub
paragraphs is acceptable.

18-19 5.1.2 (Log # CP10 )
Negative

Johnson, C. Putting significant text into the appendix allows manufacturers and users alike to ignore the information.  This is not
the correct direction for the standard to go.  Without the text that is targeted for the appendix, the AHJ is unlikely to know how to
determine that a laboratory is credible and independent.

Vandersall, H. This appears to be a revision of Proposal 18-18.  The same reasoning exists for my negative vote on this Proposal
as on the preceding comment.

18-21 5.2 (Log # 16 )
Negative

Johnson, C. See my Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13).  So long as the definition is clear, let’s keep the text clean
and concise by removing superfluous words.  “Wetting agents and solutions” is accurate.

Vandersall, H. Same thought and negative response as stated in Comment 6 (Proposal 18-16) above.  So many of the proposed
changes do not result in an improvement but merely a change in the text.

18-22 5.2.1 (Log # 8 )
Negative

Johnson, C. I have no problem with adding the word “concentrate” to the title of the test; however, having done that adding the
extra words within the text serves no useful purpose.
Also see my Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13).

Vandersall, H. See my Explanation of Negative on Proposal 18-11  (Log #CP13).

18-23 5.2.1, 5.2.2, 5.2.3, and 5.2.4 (Log # CP16 )
Negative

Johnson, C. See my Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13).  The committee needs to reach an agreement on these terms
and use them consistently which is not happening by using this section by section approach.

Vandersall, H. See my Explanation of Negative on Proposal 18-11  (Log #CP13).

18-24 5.2.2 (Log # 9 )
Negative

Johnson, C. See my Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13).
There are parts of this proposal that improve the overall understanding of the test.  These can be added in at the comment stage once

the committee can reach agreement on the use of terms.

Vandersall, H. The addition of Concentrate prior to Miscibility, and the use of concentrate in several other locations is necessary
if Proposal 18-16 is accepted.  If not, this needs to be reworded.  Several of the changes within this Section do improve the clarity
and understanding of the Section and should be retained even if the wetting agent and its solutions are segregated.

18-25 5.2.3 (Log # 10 )
Negative
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Johnson, C. See my Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13).
The rewrite accepted during the committee meeting improves the text however some of the sentence structure is incorrect and adds

confusion to the wording.  The rewrite should be edited to correct the structure issues and retained.

Vandersall, H. The addition of concentrate in several locations is necessary if Proposal 18-16 is accepted.  If not, this proposal
needs to be rejected.  Several of the changes within this Section improve the clarity and understanding of the Section and should be
retained even Proposal 18-16 is rejected.

18-27 5.2.4 (Log # CP14 )
Negative

Johnson, C. See my Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13).
The rewrite improves the clarity and flow of the section and should be kept with any further edits required once the committee deals

with the selection of preferred terms.

18-28 5.2.5 (Log # 12 )
Negative

Johnson, C. See my Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13).
The rewrite implies that the limits placed on pH are in accordance with ASTM D1293 when it is the test procedure that is in

accordance with ASTM D1293.
The inclusion of the date of acceptance and reapproval of the standard is not necessary within the text.  These details should be

included in the list of referenced documents.

Vandersall, H. See my Explanation of Negative on Proposal 18-11  (Log #CP13).

18-29 5.2.6 (Log # 13 )
Negative

Johnson, C. See my Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13).
The rewrite of this section is good and should be considered after the committee determines the preferred usage of the terms

“wetting agent,” “wetting agent concentrate,” etc.

Shugarman, B. Proposal 18-30 (Log #CP21) better addresses the test method by reference to an appropriate ASTM standard and
inclusion of tolerances for the temperature of the wetting agent concentrate.

Affirmative with Comment

Vandersall, H. Although the word concentrate is added numerous more times, the change in clarity offered by this proposal
should be considered.

18-30 5.2.6 (Log # CP21 )
Negative

Johnson, C. See my Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13).

18-32 5.2.7 (Log # 14 )
Negative

Shugarman, B. The health effects of wetting agent concentrate(s) and/or wetting agent solution(s) are to be evaluated to and
comply with any specified requirements of the US EPA Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances Guidelines, or the
equivalent. The Technical Committee on Water Additives for Fire Control and Vapor Mitigation is not charged with determining
acceptable health effects limits.

Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. See my Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13) for regarding product descriptions.
I agree with this proposal; however it contradicts 18-4.

Vandersall, H. I agree with this Proposal.  However, it appears to be in direct opposition to 18-4.  If Proposal 18-4 is rejected,
this Proposal should be considered.

18-33 5.2.7 (Log # CP17 )
Negative
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Shugarman, B. The ecological effects of wetting agent concentrate(s) and/or wetting agent solution(s) are to be evaluated to and
comply with any specified requirements of the US EPA Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances Guidelines, or the
equivalent. The Technical Committee on Water Additives for Fire Control and Vapor Mitigation is not charged with determining
acceptable ecological effects limits.

Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. I agree with this proposal but the product nomenclature should be brought into compliance with committee decision.

18-35 5.2.7.3 (Log # CP18 )
Negative

Shugarman, B. The biodegradability of wetting agent concentrate(s) and/or wetting agent solution(s) is to be evaluated to and
comply with any specified requirements of the US EPA Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances Guidelines, or the
equivalent. The Technical Committee on Water Additives for Fire Control and Vapor Mitigation is not charged with determining
acceptable biodegradability criteria.

18-36 5.2.8 (Log # 15 )
Negative

George, C. Use ASTM procedure for calculating corrosion rate.

Johnson, C. For a standard to have meaning there must be accountability through the performance limits.  Simply listing them on
the technical data sheet (5.2.8.2) is of little use if the AHJ does not have sufficient technical background to interpret the results.
Table 4.2.3.1 from NFPA 1150 (current revision with corrections) should be inserted into this document to provide the performance
requirements.
Why spend the time clarifying details when the results don’t matter enough to require performance.
The formula for determining the corrosion rate comes directly from the NACE standard.  It should be used in the same form as it

was presented.  This maintains credibility and assures that the committee does not become responsible for erroneous modifications
that may occur.
Table 5.2.8.3 takes up a lot more space than the simple statement that all tests will be performed at 70 ± 5°F (21.1°C ± 2.8) and 120

± 5°F (48.9°C ± 2.8).

Vandersall, H. Paragraph 5.2.8.2 is difficult to understand.  There was no Table 5.2.8.2 in the text or in the previous draft of the
report.  It is proposed that the method of calculating the corrosion rate be changed from that included in the referenced ASTM
procedure.  This should not be allowed.

18-37 5.2.8 (Log # CP30 )
Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. The concept of allowing testing with additional materials is good; however, this section is addressing corrosion
issues.  Compatibility is not the appropriate term here unless compatibility is defined as having a corrosion rate less than X when
tested under “specified conditions.”  For someone who is knowledgeable the careful choice of conditions (temperature, duration, etc.)
can give a result that does not meet the intent of the testing.

18-40 5.3 (Log # 24 )
Negative

Johnson, C. Section 5.2 changes were addressed in Log 16 which is not a part of our ballot.  I believe this makes any changes
associated with it invalid as we have not had the opportunity to vote on it.
There was much confusion as the committee meeting as to whether the topic was renaming Chapter 5 or renaming Section 5.2.  My

own notes show that the name of section 5.2 was revised to read “Wetting Agent Concentrates.”
The text “5.3 Wetting Agent Solutions” should not be deleted as it adds some clarity.

18-41 5.3.1 (Log # 17 )
Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. I agree with this proposal but the product nomenclature should be brought into compliance with committee decision.

18-42 5.3.2 (Log # 18 )
Negative
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Johnson, C. The actual changes have merit, however other issues remain problematic.
See Proposal 18-25 (Log #10) decision by the committee.  We cannot assess “tendency” but we can say “shall not separate,

stratify . . .”
The committee should strive for consistency in its actions.  This makes it easier for the user (and the preparers for that matter) to

follow the process.

18-43 5.3.2.2 (Log # CP7 )
Negative

Johnson, C. This proposal is a mishmash of pieces from throughout the document.  In many cases it is not clear where the text
came from.
The committee was told that each proposal had to address a single issue.  If this is true Proposal 18-43 (Log #CP#7) is certainly in

violation.
I recognize that some of these points have been dealt with separately – as they should be.  As this proposal appears it is not helpful

or clarifying.

18-45 5.3.4.1 (Log # 20 )
Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. The intent of this proposal is to clarify the wording of 5.3.4.1, however the sentences have become overly complex
so that it is not clear if the solution preparation, the use, or something else is in accordance with this section and UL 711.
A standard needs to be as clear as possible even if that means having more sentences.  This section appears to be a good candidate

for further revision at the comment stage.

18-46 5.3.4.2 (Log # 21 )
Negative

George, C. Plain water is ambiguous.  Define plain water or use an appropriate term.

Johnson, C. This test method is not clear.  There are terms that need to be described or explained (plain water, grid, preparation
of cotton), sentence fragments, multiple uses of the same parenthetical phrase here and there through the text rather than in any sort
of order.
This reads like an instruction manual for the test operator.  Is this already written up in an ASTM or other standard test method that

could be referenced?
While something should be included as this document goes to comment stage, the text in the existing document should be used.

This will provide time for committee members or others to correct the short comings of this proposal.
The committee should not be spending a lot of time on revising sections because some members prefer a different style (narrative,

list, etc.) for the description.

Vandersall, H. This proposal recommends the use of “plain water” but does not define plain water.  Is tap, deionized or distilled
water required?  Or, on the other hand retain “plain” water for some reason and provide a definition.

18-47 5.3.4.3 (Log # 22 )
Negative

George, C. Plain water is ambiguous.  Define plain water or use an appropriate term.

Johnson, C. Same comments as 28 above for Proposal 18-46 (Log #21).

Vandersall, H. Once again “plain water” is referenced without a definition.  Also, the “test liquid” is referenced; test liquid
should be replaced with wetting agent solution.

18-48 5.3.5 (Log # 23 )
Negative

Vandersall, H. The use of approximately in describing the width and height of the backboard is considered inappropriate.  I
recognize that approximately is used in other Sections of the Standard and those uses are considered appropriate because they could
not impact the obtained result.  However, in this case, the height of the backboard could be of particular importance. There is no
reason that the dimensions of the backboard cannot be precisely specified.

Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. The use of the word approximately does not seem to be appropriate in a test method that goes in to so much detail.
What is the difference between the text of the original proposal and the committee revision?  There does not seem to be any

difference and the original action was to accept.
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18-49 6.1 (Log # 32 )
Negative

Johnson, C. Wetting Agent needs to remain in the title.  The term “supply” by itself is either meaningless or has too many
meanings to be of any use.
Since the committee was scheduled to revise 18A during the same meeting the substantiation is pretty weak.  Since the committee

now has additional time to look at 18A, we should be focusing on doing the best we can to make the standards helpful to the user.
We can then go forward and revise 18A to match new revisions to 18 where it is appropriate.

Vandersall, H. Removal of Wetting Agent in the title of the Section is inappropriate.  If wetting agent is retained the addition of
concentrate throughout the text is un-necessary.

18-50 6.2 (Log # 26 )
Negative

Vandersall, H. See my Explanation of Negative on Proposal 18-11  (Log #CP13).
Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. I see no specific problems with this proposal but would like to reiterate the comment made above with regard to
Proposal 18-49 (Log #32) and aligning 18 with 18A.

18-56 7.3 (Log # 28 )
Negative

George, C. Eliminate recommended mix ratios and allow only those tested and listed ratios or ranges.

Vandersall, H. Section 7.3 (3) changed the need for the manufacturer to provide the listed concentrations to the recommended
proportioning ratios.  The manufacturer should not be allowed to recommend concentrations outside of the range of concentrations
that have been tested and listed.  Also, the un-necessary inclusion of concentrate occurs.

Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. Same comment regarding try to match 18 to 18A when 18A is scheduled for revision in next cycle.  Do what makes
sense and the committee can then match 18A to 18 if necessary.

18-57 8.1 (Log # 27 )
Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. Same comment regarding try to match 18 to 18A when 18A is scheduled for revision in next cycle.  Do what makes
sense and the committee can then match 18A to 18 if necessary.

18-58 8.2 (Log # 29 )
Negative

Vandersall, H. See my Explanation of Negative on Proposal 18-11  (Log #CP13).
Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. Same comment regarding try to match 18 to 18A when 18A is scheduled for revision in next cycle.  Do what makes
sense and the committee can then match 18A to 18 if necessary.

18-59 A.4.3 (Log # CP19 )
Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. Revisit my Explanation of Negative on 18-11 (Log #CP13). with regard to naming of the products and solutions
covered by this standard.

Vandersall, H. Need to remove the un-necessary word  “concentrate”.  Otherwise the additional information is worthwhile
retaining.

18-61 A.7.1.1 (Log # CP26 )
Negative

Johnson, C. This standard applies to wetting agents not to water additives.  The text should support this.

Vandersall, H. The first sentence needs to be changed from water additive containers to wetting agent containers.
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Affirmative with Comment

Shugarman, B. The words "Water additive" should be revised to "Wetting agent".

18-62 B.1 (Log # CP27 )
Negative

Johnson, C. The information in B.1.2.3. should be listed in Chapter 2 as the cited texts should be listed in Chapter 5.1 to provide
firm support for the AHJ.
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