
 
 

Committee on NFPA 32 
M E M O R A N D U M 

To:   NFPA Technical Committee on Textile and Garment Care Processes 
 
From:   Patti Mucci, Assistant Technical Secretary 
 
Date:   September 25, 2009 
 
Subject:  NFPA 32 ROP Letter Ballot Circulation 
 
================================================================ 
The September 23, 2009 date for receipt of the NFPA 32 ROP letter ballot has passed. 
 
The preliminary ROP ballots results are as follows: 
 
12  Members Eligible to Vote 
  2  Ballots Not Returned (A. Beers, J. Fehlner) 
  6 Affirmative on All  
  3 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report 
  1 Abstention   
  
Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included unless the ballot from 
the principal member was not received. 
 
In accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects, attached are reasons 
for negative votes and affirmative proposals for review so you may change your ballot if you 
wish. 
 
If you wish to change your vote, the change must be received at NFPA on or before Friday, 
October 2, 2009.   Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now.  Such changes 
should be sent to Patti Mucci via either e-mail to pmucci@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-7110. 
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT:  Circulation Explanations  
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Circulation Explanation Report for TGC-AAA   Proposals Friday, September 25, 2009
Document # 32

32-2 3.3.x Wet Cleaning, Laundry Dryer, Laundry (Log # CP5 )
Negative

Schreiner, J. While it is clear that for the definitions of equipment we can mention that wet cleaning is the same as laundry, we
need to make sure that we mention that except for the equipment being similar the process is different.

Abstain

Garofalo, S. I do not believe that this falls under the intended scope of NFPA.
Affirmative with Comment

Barlow, J. The definition for wet cleaning and laundry is not the same.  Wet cleaning is a different process than laundry.

32-3 3.3.9, 3.3.10, 7.4.1.1, 7.4.1.2, A.3.3.2, A.3.3.9 (Log # CP16 )
Negative

Schreiner, J. It appears that the proposed wording for 3.3.10 references Section 4.4 in this document.  This should be a reference
to Section 4.4 of NFPA 30, Flammable and Combustible Liquids Code.  This is also proposing two different A.3.3.9 definitions.
This needs to be a single item by either combining these to one or eliminating one of them.

32-4 3.3.16.5 (Log # CP1 )
Negative

Schreiner, J. It is not clear from the substantiation what is intended by these changes.  We clearly indicate the test methods that
should be used to determine the classification of the solvents, referencing back to NFPA 30.  The Class IV solvents are not defined in
NFPA 30 and the definition used for 3.3.16.5 in this standard should be consistent in format to those we use in 3.3.16.1 through
3.3.16.4 of this standard.  Adding the Annex is probably not necessary and may only lead to confusion with the AHJs if a product is
not listed, who do they go to when some other product is proposed.  Additionally, it is suggested that in conjunction this that the
committee consider incorporating a reference to NFPA 69 when dealing with substances that do not exhibit flash points, using
standard flash point test methods, but have a flammable range.  This reference, therefore incorporates some changes in the Section 6
or Section 9 to address the possibility of ignition of the material.

32-5 3.3.16.5, A.3.3.16.5 (Log # CP3 )
Negative

Barlow, J. The intent of the committee was to clarify a Type IV solvent and be more consistent with I through IV rather than
make it an unusual item.

Langiulli, S. The action of the committee does not reflect consistence with the committees intent nor other NFPA documents. The
action should reflect standard already in use such as NFPA 69 -. 3.3.17. The 32 standard relies more on the 69 standard then any
other document within the NFPA.

Schreiner, J. It is not clear from the substantiation what is intended by these changes.  We clearly indicate the test methods that
should be used to determine the classification of the solvents, referencing back to NFPA 30.  The Class IV solvents are not defined in
NFPA 30 and the definition used for 3.3.16.5 in this standard should be consistent in format to those we use in 3.3.16.1 through
3.3.16.4 of this standard.  Adding the Annex is probably not necessary and may only lead to confusion with the AHJs if a product is
not listed, who do they go to when some other product is proposed.  Additionally, it is suggested that in conjunction this that the
committee consider incorporating a reference to NFPA 69 when dealing with substances that do not exhibit flash points, using
standard flash point test methods, but have a flammable range.  This reference, therefore incorporates some changes in the Section 6
or Section 9 to address the possibility of ignition of the material.

32-15 4.5.4.1, 4.5.4.2 (Log # CP9 )
Negative

Schreiner, J. This clearly takes out the mention of Type III and Type IV plants from the standard.  There are still many Type II
plants in operation.  These plants, because of the flash point of the Class II solvents, should rely on more than just a containment pan.

Affirmative with Comment

Barlow, J. The committee may need to edit this proposal about solvents.

32-16 6.1.1 (Log # CP12 )
Affirmative with Comment
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Langiulli, S. By changing the word Standard to Chapter, a revision will be needed at 6.1.2-Solvents. Considering that some
solvents have the ability to mask themselves as a higher classification, 6.1.2.1 should incorporate not only the intended solvent flash
point but the intended specific characteristic of the liquid; vapor pressure, corrosiveness, etc.

32-17 6.2.1 and 7.4.2.1.1 (Log # 6 )
Negative

Langiulli, S. A further reading of 6.2.1, and 7.4.2.1.1 (existing), and the revised action leads to other changes that must be
reviewed. In 6.2.2 and 7.4.2.1.2 the standard outlines materials suitable for use that conflict with the existing 6.2.1 & 7.4.2.1.1 as
well as the revised action. Furthermore 7.4 is again mentioned at 8.1.4.1 The committee should review the submitter
recommendation only after it can clarify a meaning of Flexible Hose(7.4.2.1.2) and changing 7.4.2.1.1; The aboveground transfer of
solvent between any tank TO equipment shall flow...... EXCEPT AS PERMITTED IN 6.2.2 AND7.4.2.1.2.

Schreiner, J. In addition to the proposed changes, the material of construction needs to be consistent with the specific solvent for
which the equipment is designed.  Incompatibility of solvents and materials of construction must be considered in choosing the
proper material for piping, etc.

32-22 10.1 (Log # 8 )
Negative

Schreiner, J. Wording change could lead to possible miss interpretation of this section.  It is clear in the existing 10.1 that "safety
controls" are part of this equipment.  This means that the textiles are properly cooled, so as to be safe.

Affirmative with Comment

Barlow, J. The committee may need to edit the wording on this proposal.

32-23 A.3.3.16 (Log # CP4 )
Negative

Barlow, J. This proposal could be redundant with existing annex to solvents.

Schreiner, J. This is an unnecessary duplication of A.3.3.10.
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