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1) Call to Order – 5 min
2) Chair Remarks –  3 min
a) Code of Ethics - “As members of ASHRAE or participants in ASHRAE activities, we pledge to act with honesty, fairness, courtesy, competence, integrity and respect for others in our conduct. We will avoid conflicts of interest, and behavior that is discriminatory and/or harassing.” For more, read here: https://www.ashrae.org/about/governance/code-of-ethics
3) Roll call for voting committee members - 7 min
15/19 (see table at end of document)
4) Review of this agenda – 1 min 
5) Review of “Draft” Chicago 2024 Minutes – 5 min 
a) http://sspc522.ashraepcs.org/   to find minutes, agendas.
Motion to approve: Brian K
Second: Jeni
15/15 yes – Minutes pass.
6) Membership – 5 min 
Brief discussion regarding definition of 
7) Website – Todd McGrath – 3 min
Website hosts documents, including a formal letter regarding the fact that MERV 17-20 ratings do not exist. Feel free to send this letter to people making MERV claims higher than 16.
8) Liaison Report – Jerry Kettler gjkettler@air-engineer.com – 5 m
Not present
9) 62.2 & 62.1 Liaison report – Vijay / Wane Baker /  – 5 min
62.2 liaison report, Randy Cooper: 
· Discussion to move from MERV11 to 13A as a required rating. Agreed to a MERV13, since 13A not ready to fit into the timeline at this moment. 
· 2025 version is getting ready for reprint.
· Use of 62.2 is not permitted (applicable?) if smoking is allowed in facility.
Q (Jon): “Does it matter that App J is not part of the ANSI standard?” (Jenny comment: Not sure that this is a correct statement regarding appendix not considered part of the standard?)
A: “No specifiable – industry is not ready; 1 inch 13A is not available.”
Q: “Was the increased pressure drop when switching from MER11 to MER13 discussed?”
A: “Yes, function was discussed.”
Q (Brian K): “Do we have a liaison from guidelines to track all the changes in other standards referring back to 52.2? Ex. Guideline 35.”
A: Geoff volunteers.
10)   Open Action Items –  5 min
a) Revisions to 52.2 Document – 10m
i) Go over Public Review
No comments
b) ANSI Reprint – 10 min
i) Be sure to add all addendums since 2017
Once public review complete -> ANSI reprint.  Addendums have been added, standard just needs to be submitted.
c) Youtube videos.  1) Explain MERV, WG: Zied D, Marisa J-S,  - 1m
i) What do we want to do next?
Background: Potential issue with ASHRA not wanting their brand to be used without their approval.
Mike: Ignore ASHRAE. Asley: Leak? Marisa: If not forbidden, then allowed.
Don: Check w ASHRAE again. ASHRAE is concerned with their brand.
Sanjeev: Removing logo defeats the purpose of the video.
Jenny: Ask for an in-person ASHRAE discussion rather than e-mail. 
Standards liaison: Mark Webber. Branding agent (?): Vanita Gupta.
Suggestion (don’t recall who): Add a slide referring back to standard and encourage purchase of standard.
Todd: Proposed strategy:
· Take out logos, show ASHRAE that the video highlights and promotes ASHRAE.
· Get blessing – add logos back.
Todd to align with Ziad and determine timeline. 
Todd to contact liaison(s).
d) WG - Evaluation of conditioning methods – Don T, Kathleen O, Mike C, et all   – 05 m	
i) Report from the group
Don: WG started as one thing and morphed into another. 1189 RP (2003-2005) and 1190 RP already did this for 52.2 and the work was completed. This was done before AppJ to look at standard filters vs. charged filters and specifically at which mechanism discharges filters.
Sanjeev: Agrees to this but technology has changed since.
Ashley: Are we looking at different discharge method?
Crystal: RTAR has ben accepted.
Thad: What about ultrafine particles as a research project? Filtration mechanisms have not changed but charge mechanisms have changed. Size distributions are important.
Geoff: We need to look at why companies are not running AppJ. Is it technology, speed, cost?
Don: WG intent was to move 
A) App J into standard and identify needed changes The work was completed one year ago, but nothing has been done since.  
Options to look at regarding cost reduction & simplification of test:
· Replace MERV with MERV-A
· Pos vs neg pressure in duct does not matter (50% od the labs run one or the other – does not have an impact on results).
· Remove incremental psi dust load during testing
· Make dust loading optional E3>20% MERV 1-4.
Time that 52.2 committee steps up and accept a compromise. MERV stands for “minimum” which needs to be the low end. Spent 15 years where we have provided max efficiency so that they customer thinks that they are getting aner eating when they are actually getting something different.
B) Adapt ISO 16890 part IV and rewrite into ASHRAE standard format. This is also a compromise. 
Target date for completion is June 2025.
Thad: We need to fix App J before we can accept it. 
Jenny: We have some statistical issues: 1: I know that some of our competitors filters do not measure the same MERV rating as they claim, so who ensures that companies actually label their product with the correct MERV rating? 2) I know that some companies send in a box of filters for analysis and tell the lab that they don’t want to get any test report back until they hit a specific MERV rating. 3) Why do we not see Kathleens data and discuss that before we make any decisions?
Lu (Parker): Parker runs App J often and App J and ISO are different. App J is similar to ISO average, but there is only a 5% discharge using App J. We sometimes to 2 conditioning steps with App J and if this is repeated until curve is flat, the test time is extensively extended.
Sanjeev: Both methods are included in the standard, You are allowed to use both of them,. Why force both of them into the standard?
Break: 10:50 – 11:05
Don: We are not asking to rewrite, submit for public review and publish. We are asking for a commitment to get it done.  I make a motion that SSPC 52.2 will finish revising the draft to move App J into the standard and to change the published MERV value to be calculated using the current procedure targeting completion by June 2025.
Mike: We should add “incorporating recommendations from 1784”
Mark seconds
Sanjeev: Asks for clarification “the goal is to replace MERV with MERV A?”
Don: Yes,
Thad: Proposes action item to create task group to work on this.
Don: Might need to be more than one WG to get everything done. Recommends that WG consists of 5, max 8-10 in order to get tasks done.
Todd: If more than one WG is needed, what groups do we need?
Don: Ex. Test protocol, output.
Jim: Who decides who is on the WG?
Roberta: Motion does not capture the discussion in the room. This will create a bit of “drama”.
Sanjeev: We are revising something that we have not agreed on? We can also clean up App J, make it more user and cost friendly.
Continued general discussion:
· Motion does not mirror the intent.
· Work on statistical stability of standard – this is what we need to focus on.
· Why is resistance not included: Lessons learned from Kathleen’s research – can we make lower efficiency filters more reproducible?
Jim: NAFA has a fund, so let’s get some more data. It will take 1-2 years – if you have time, please join.
Don: Motion: 52.2 will finish revising the “file name” to move App J to change the published MERV to be calculated with the current App J procedure, target date June 2025. Incorporating recommendations from RP1784. Asked for a Roll call vote
Vote: 3/8/3/5 (Y/N/Abstain/Absent) see end of document for details.
Don Thornburg - Yes
Mark Tucker - Yes
Jeni Wong - Yes
	
Todd McGrath – Abstain – Chair Note Voting
Christine Sun - Abstain
Bobby Singer – Abstain - As a representative of an independent, third party testing laboratory, I abstained in an effort to maintain neutrality on this particular issue
	
Brandon Bohr - Absent
Bruce McDonald - Absent
Rahul Baradwaj - Absent
Gemma Kerr – Absent
	
Mick Flom - No
Randy Brannon - No
Jenny Berens – No - There are several reasons from my side, but the main concerns are Repeatability is still not well understood, Limited options when it comes to 3rd party labs, Added cost burden due to long & expensive test. 

Sanjeev Hingorani – No - Appendix J may not be suitable for all scenarios and making it mandatory could unnecessarily impact certain industries. Allowing flexibility for industries to choose between ASHRAE 52.2 or Appendix J based on their specific needs would encourage greater competition, efficiency, and innovation.

Brian Kraftenheffer – No - No vote was because of lack of detail on how App J was to be integrated into the Standard. Cannot just drop existing App J into the chapter.

Marisa Jiminez-Segovia – No - I voted no because  Appendix J attempts to standardize the aging and loading process of a filter, but real world conditions vary greatly, due to different environments and amount of contaminants, among other factors,  that a filter is exposed to during its entire life cycle. Since it can´t represent the diversity of the operating conditions, Appendix J, is not applicable. The MERV rating system is straight forward and widely understood to measure a filters performance.  Appendix J is not part of the filter test standard, and shouldn´t be.




Jenny: Remind the committee that App J was voted down for incorporation into the standard in any form. The WG formed after that vote was going against the expressed vote of the committee.
Jenny motions: Rewrite 52.2 to incorporate RP 1784 to make standard easier to interpret and lower cost to run.
Sanjeev: seconds
Vote: 10/1/3/4
e) Thad Ptak - Instrument Accuracy – 20 min
i) Letter ready to send to labs
This is an instrumental accuracy letter. Discuss humidity impact on data. Can we add a questionnaire as an appendix to the meeting notes?
Committee agrees that it is ok to send out the letter.
11) New Business – 92 min
a) Redefine the term “User”
i) Current def  “A member who represents the interests of those that purchase or use materials, products, systems, or services other than for household use covered in the project scope.”
Todd: Chair has the final say regarding which categories voting members are part of.  There have been concerns regarding category swaps.
b) Kathleen Owen presentation ASHRAE Standard 52.2 Performance and Recommendations (1784-RP)
i) Will present in the 10-11 time slot
Kathleen: Can share executive summary (RR1784), but work has not been officially published yet. We can add a link to the summary to the meeting notes.
Todd to send out link to RR1784.
Mike: Is App J robust enough to add to the standard?
Kathleen: Not as it stands right now, Discharge is not good enough.
Thad: 52.2 is not a good standard regarding particles or efficiency.
Kathleen: Original test assumes a 3-month particle exposure, which corresponds to the discharge App J simulates. Max count is based on an assumed 1-year exposure.
Thad: This is not good since discharge is not stable and the filter does not get fully discharged.
Kathleen: ISO 16890 does a decent job there.
Thad: There is a lot of variability: Lab, method, filters. Can we separate the variabilities?
Kathleen: This was the intent but we ran into a glitch. There is also a problem with exposing the filters to too many particles, which leads to an increase in efficiency. Triple replicates would be nice, but none wants to do this.
Thad: Can we drop everything above 5 um? Is there a concern that only 3 labs did carry out App J?
Kathleen: Yes, we had issues with Covid timing and the fact that the test are expensive. But if we enforce 52.2 the labs would commit. The test will become quicker, cheaper, and more reliable is the test were done more often. Back in 1990/2000 52.2 was not designed for electret, since this type of media was very unusual back then. Now there is a lot of electret on the market and they do routinely drop ~50% - some of them do not, but this is unusual.  The test labs need buyers for their products before they are willing to invest. Right now the test takes a long time and there are not enough labs out there that run the test, This will improve once the need is there.
Thad: How was the filter characteristics affected? The statement that electret always drop 50%, is this accurate?
Kathleen: We do not have the data

c) PP Keith
i) NB
Will be revealed in 2.4 meeting.
d) WG from second vote above. Jenny to lead.
Interested: Thad, Don. Sanjeev, Ashley, Christine, Russ Boldinger, Keith, Dan Miller, Mick Flom, Dean Bonessi, Yasar Kiyak.
12) Adjourn 52.2 Main meeting
Todd makes motion to adjourn.
Sanjeev seconds.
Meeting closed.
13) [bookmark: _Hlk72442869]SSPC 52.2 Research – Jon R – 10 min
a) Update on current projects
Internal

Internal

Internal

