
 
 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To:  The Technical Committee on Water Additives for Fire Control and Vapor 

                        Mitigation  

 

From:  Jeanne Moreau-Correia, Project Administrator Supervisor 

 

Date:  March 13, 2009 

 

Subject: FINAL RESULTS - Report on Proposals Ballot for NFPA 18A (F10) 

             

After circulation of votes, the Final Results of the NFPA 18A F10 ROP Ballot are as follows:   

 

13 Members Eligible to Vote 

6  Ballots not Returned by Closing Date (M. Greiner, P. Caron, J. Figueira, C. 

Hanauska, R. Tinsley Jr., and J. Wright) 

    

 

 

Affirmatives 

All votes except those noted below.   

 

 

 

Please see the attached for vote changes during the Circulation of Votes.  Based on the 

above results, the necessary 2/3 vote was received, except for the following Proposals; 

18A-15 Log #6, 18A-17 Log #7, 18A-23 Log #13, 18A-26 Log #32, 18A-28 Log#14, 

18A-34 Log #20, 18A-35 Log #35, 18A-36 Log #8, 18A-37 Log #36, 18A-39 Log#21, 

18A-40 Log #22, 18A-41 Log #23, and 18A-43 Log #25. 

 

 

 

 

cc: Nancy Walker, Standards Administration  

 John Anderson, Standards Development   
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18A-7 2.3.4, 2.3.5, and E.1.2.3 (Log # 3 )

Affirmative with Comment

Johnson, C. 2.3.4 of this comment conflicts with 18A-6 regarding the title of the UL 711/ULC S508
document.  2.3.5 conflicts with 18A-8.  I believe we decided to use the wording shown in 18A-6 and 18A-8
and then accept the remainder of 18A-7.  This may happen automatically but I wanted to clarify at least for
myself.

18A-15 4.3 and A.4.3 (Log # 6 )

Negative

Hubert, M. I vote negatively on 18A-15 Log #6 because there is potential to make the suppression or extinguishment of a fire or
mitigation of flammable vapors totally ineffective if multiple agents are employed on the same scenario.
These 18A type agents claim different modes or methods of extinguishment or control.  It is possible that employing multiple

agents will cause all of the agents to be ineffective.  For example, we know that many of the 18A type agents that use emulsification
as their primary mode of extinguishment or suppression will render film forming foams (as tested and approved under UL 162 /
NFPA 11) totally ineffective.  This is because the emulsifiers used in the formulation of the 18A type agent will lower the interfacial
tension of the Class B (UL 162 / NFPA 11) type foams and prevent the formation of the film.  They will also destroy the
oleophobicity of the foam bubbles and make them act more like a wick on the fuel surface.
4.3.3 should read as follows:
“Solution generated separately with water additive concentrate of different brands shall not be permitted to be applied to a fire in

sequence or simultaneously.”
4.3.4 should read as follows:
“Solution generated with water additive concentrate and solution generated with other types of concentrate intended for fire

prevention, control, suppression, extinguishment, or vapor mitigation, shall not be permitted to be applied to a fire in sequence or
simultaneously.”
A.4.3.3 should be added and read as follows:
“Because these Water Additives can use vastly different modes of extinguishment or suppression, the mixing of different types or

brands may render all of the agents ineffective if employed in tandem or in sequence.”
A.4.3.4 should be added and read as follows:
“Water Additives can render Class B foams ineffective when employed in tandem or in sequence. In like manner, Class B foams

can render Water Additives ineffective when employed in tandem or in sequence.”

18A-17 5.1 (Log # 7 )

Negative

Johnson, C. Section 5.1.2 lists ISO/IEC 17025 first.  This is a calibration standard/requirement which should
be a part of all Good Laboratory Practices but is far from the whole practice.  As written is appears that 17025
is equivalent or otherwise on the same level as 40 CFR 160 and 40 CFR 792.  This is not the case and the
paragraph should be reworded to reflect the true situation.

Vandersall, H. Section 5.1.2 lists ISO/IEC 17025 first. This is a calibration standard/requirement which
should be a part of all Good Laboratory Practices but is far from the whole practice. As written   appears that
17025 is equivalent or otherwise on the same level as 40 CFR 160 and 40 CFR 792. This is not the case and
the paragraph should be reworded to reflect the true situation.

Affirmative with Comment

Hubert, M. I agree with Ceci Johnson’s evaluation that ISO/IEC 17025 is a calibration standard but in and of itself does not
guarantee that the laboratory is using “Good Laboratory Practice”.  It is certainly a desirable calibration standard to use by the
laboratory.

18A-23 5.2.6 (Log # 13 )

Negative
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Johnson, C. 5.2.6.1.6 (Acceptable performance results for mammalian toxicity tests) and 5.2.6.2.3
(Acceptable performance results for fish toxicity tests) represent the committee’s willingness to abdicate one
of our primary responsibilities, to provide technical assistance to the smaller AHJ’s who often do not have the
expertise to set reasonable limits themselves.  If we do not provide reasonable guidance, then these small
AHJ’s become a target for the type of “information” frequently provided in high-pressure sales pitches.  Life
safety is NOT the place to fail our users.  The limits included in the current version of 18A have been used by
numerous organizations for nearly 30 years that I know of directly and are frequently adopted by others.  This
suggests that these limits are not controversial and have been accepted in many industries.

Vandersall, H. 5.2.6.1.6 (Acceptable performance results for mammalian toxicity tests) and 5.2.6.2.3
(Acceptable performance results for fish toxicity tests) represent the committee’s willingness to abdicate one
of our primary responsibilities, to provide technical assistance to the smaller AHJ’s who often do not have the
expertise to set reasonable limits themselves. If we do not provide reasonable guidance, then these small AHJ’s
become a target for the type of “information” frequently provided in high-pressure sales pitches. Life safety is
NOT the place to fail our users. The limits included in the current version of 18A have been used by numerous
organizations for nearly 30 years that I know of directly and are frequently adopted by others. This suggests
that these limits are not controversial and have been accepted in many industries.

18A-26 5.2.6.3 (Log # 32 )

Negative

Johnson, C. Many ingredients are on the TSCA list.  This means that they have met some threshold value set
by EPA.  It does not mean that products not on the TSCA list are safe.  Each user and/or industry needs to set
its own limits based on experience and the typical uses of the products.  We need to focus our attention and
concern on the product not on the ingredients used to make the product.  These products are often used in areas
open to the public and to animals and as such we should be concerned about their overall safety.  Our concern
needs to be reflected in the content of the standards that we provide.  This proposal does not address these
needs.

Vandersall, H. Many ingredients are on the TSCA list. This means that they have met some threshold value
set by EPA. It does not mean that products not on the TSCA list are safe. Each user and/or industry needs to
set its own limits based on experience and the typical uses of the products. We need to focus our attention and
concern on the product not on the ingredients used to make the product. These products are often used in areas
open to the public and to animals and as such we should be concerned about their overall safety. Our concern
needs to be reflected in the content of the standards that we provide. This proposal does not address these
needs.

18A-28 5.2.7 (Log # 14 )

Negative

Johnson, C. Simply telling the user what the corrosion values are, begs the question unless there is a
background of knowledge so interpret those results and know whether they are bad or good.  Corrosion
damage can cause serious accidents that will magnify the safety issues on the fire ground and endanger the
firefighters and others in the area.  Just reporting a value is not an acceptable alternative to providing
reasonable pass/fail limits.  Simply saying to follow NACE TM0169 or ASTM G1/G31 is not definitive.
These provide guidance on what conditions you should use to perform your testing, i.e. which alloys, what
volume to surface ratio, test duration, test temperatures and pressures, etc.
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Vandersall, H. Simply telling the user what the corrosion values are, begs the question unless there is a
background of knowledge so interpret those results and know whether they are bad or good. Corrosion damage
can cause serious accidents that will magnify the safety issues on the fire ground and endanger the firefighters
and others in the area. Just reporting a value is not an acceptable alternative to providing reasonable pass/fail
limits. Simply saying to follow NACE TM0169 or ASTM G1/G31 is not definitive. These provide guidance on
what conditions you should use to perform your testing, i.e. which alloys, what volume to surface ratio, test
duration, test temperatures and pressures, etc.

18A-34 5.9 (Log # 20 )

Negative

Johnson, C. There should be no room for doubt as to what the acceptable performance is on a test with a
performance requirement.  There appears to be a double requirement here:  The solution shall extinguish the
fire and reignition shall not occur.  How is extinguishment determined - No flame, no smoldering, no
additional weight loss.

Vandersall, H. There should be no room for doubt as to what the acceptable performance is on a test with a
performance requirement. There appears to be a double requirement here: The solution shall extinguish the fire
and reignition shall not occur. How is extinguishment determined - No flame, no smoldering, no additional
weight loss.

18A-35 5.9.1 (Log # 35 )

Negative

Johnson, C. See comment on 18A-34.

Vandersall, H. See comment on 18A-34.

18A-36 5.10 (Log # 8 )

Negative

Johnson, C. See comment on 18A-34.

Vandersall, H. See comment on 18A-34.

18A-37 5.10.1 (Log # 36 )

Negative

Johnson, C. See comment on 18A-34.

Vandersall, H. See comment on 18A-34.

18A-39 7.2 (Log # 21 )

Negative

Johnson, C. See comment on 18A-34.

Vandersall, H. See comment on 18A-34.

18A-40 7.3 (Log # 22 )

Negative

Johnson, C. See comment on 18A-34.

Vandersall, H. See comment on 18A-34.

18A-41 7.4 (Log # 23 )
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Negative

Johnson, C. See comment on 18A-34.  In addition read this test description carefully, when performance in
mentioned it refers to the flow or the fuel.  There needs to be straightforward statements that extinguishment,
defined by ________, was accomplished in __ minutes or with ___gallons.

Vandersall, H. See comment on 18A-34. In addition read this test description carefully, when performance in
mentioned it refers to the flow or the fuel. There needs to be straightforward statements that extinguishment,
defined by ________, was accomplished in __ minutes or with ___gallons.

18A-43 7.6 (Log # 25 )

Negative

Johnson, C. See comment on 18A-34.  In addition read this test description carefully, when performance in
mentioned it refers to the flow or the fuel.  There needs to be straightforward statements that extinguishment,
defined by ________, was accomplished in __ minutes or with ___gallons.

Vandersall, H. See comment on 18A-34. In addition read this test description carefully, when performance in
mentioned it refers to the flow or the fuel. There needs to be straightforward statements that extinguishment,
defined by ________, was accomplished in __ minutes or with ___gallons.
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