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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:           NFPA Technical Committee on Residential Sprinkler Systems 
 

FROM Elena Carroll, Administrator, Technical Projects 
 

DATE:      June 20, 2012 
 

SUBJECT: NFPA 13D Proposed TIA Nos. 1061 and 1067 Circulation of TC Ballots 
 __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

The preliminary ballot results of the TC balloting on proposed TIA Nos. 1061 and 1067 are as 
follows: 
 

31  Eligible to Vote  
  3  Not Returned (Bittenbender, Ketner, and Van Walraven) 
 

Option 1: Reject BOTH TIA #1061 and 1067:  0 
 
Option 2: Accept ONE TIA:  23 
TIA # 1061:   5 (Haagensen w/comments) 
TIA # 1067:  18 (Bell, Isman and Schwab w/ 
comments) 

 Abstain  on TIA choices:  1 
 (M. Puchovsky) 
 
Option 3: Accept EITHER TIA by choice:  4 
TIA # 1061 (First Choice): 2  
TIA # 1067 (First Choice): 2 

    
Emergency Nature: 
Agree Both:    25 (Bell w/ comments) 
Reject Both:      1 (Yu) 
Abstain Both:    0 

   

 

There are two criteria necessary to pass ballot [(1) affirmative ¾ vote and (2) simple majority] with 
both questions needing to pass ballot in order to recommend that the Standards Council issues this 
TIA. 
 

(1) The number of affirmative votes needed for the report to be published is 21. 
 

Technical Merit: (31 eligible to vote - 3 not returned - 1 abstention = 27 × 0.75 = 20.25) 
Emergency Nature: (31 eligible to vote - 3 not returned - 0 abstentions = 28 × 0.75 = 21) 

 

(2) In all cases, an affirmative vote of at least a simple majority of the total membership eligible to 
vote is required. This is the calculation for simple majority: 

[31 eligible ÷ 2 = 15.5 = (16)] 
          

Therefore, based on the responses received to date the preliminary results show that TIA Log #1061 IS 
NOT passing and TIA Log #1067 IS passing ballot. 
 

Explanation of votes received from principal member’s are attached for your review.  Ballots received 
from alternate members are not included, unless the ballot from the principal member was not received.  
If you wish to submit your ballot or change your vote, please do so no later than Friday, June 22, 2012.  
Ballots or changes may be submitted to Elena Carroll via email to ecarroll@nfpa.org or fax to 617-984-
7110.    If you do not wish to change your vote, no response is necessary. 
 

Attachments 



TECHNICAL COMMITTEE LETTER BALLOT ON PROPOSED TIA LOGS 1061 and 1067 
 to revise 9.1, 9.1.1, 9.1.2(2), 9.2, A.9.2, 12.3.5, 12.3.5.2 of   

NFPA 13D,  Standard for the Installation of Sprinkler Systems in One- and Two-Family 
Dwellings and Manufactured Homes of the Proposed 2013 edition 

 
CHECK ONE OPTION BOX ONLY.   

         Option 1  Reject Both TIA Log No. 1061 and 1067 

If you check this box, this means you are opposed to the Technical Merit of both TIA 
Logs 1061 and 1067.  If you Reject both TIAs this means you recommend returning to 
the text of the previous edition modified by TIA 13D-10-2. 
 

   X    Option 2  Accept One TIA 
If you support one TIA but not the other, check the TIA upon which you recommend 
acceptance. 
 
        Accept TIA Log. No. 1061 to revise 9.1, 9.1.1, 9.1.2(2), 12.3.5, and 12.3.5.2 
 
  X   Accept TIA Log No. 1067 to revise 9.2 and A.9.2 
 

          Option 3  Accept Either TIA 
If you are satisfied with either of the TIAs, please place a #1 in the box of your first 
choice TIA and a #2 in the box for your second choice TIA. 
 
        Accept TIA Log. No. 1061 to revise 9.1, 9.1.1, 9.1.2(2), 12.3.5, and 12.3.5.2 
 
         Accept TIA Log No. 1067 to revise 9.2 and A.9.2 
 
 

          ABSTAIN* _______________________________________________________________________ 
*Please give reason for  
  “abstain”   _______________________________________________________________________ 
 
   _______________________________________________________________________ 
 

EMERGENCY NATURE Is the issue addressed by TIA No. 1061 and TIA 1067 of emergency nature?    
 
      X    Agree Both 

 
         Reject Both 
 
         Abstain Both* 

*Please give reason for  
  “abstain”   Comment:  We agree on the emergency nature of TIA No. 1067 only._TIA No. 1061 would 
ban all antifreeze solutions including listed solutions which is an action not substantiated by the FPRF research. 
 
    
Please return as soon as possible, but no later than June 14, 2012 to Elena Carroll, Administrator, Technical 
Projects, NFPA, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA   02169 or ecarroll@nfpa.org or Fax:  (617) 984-7110. 
 

 ___ ___________ 
Signature 
__Kerry M. Bell__________________ 
Name (Please Print) 
__6/4/12_________________________ 
Date 





HAAGENSEN 
EXPLANATION FOR VOTE ON TIA’s  1060, 1061, 1062, 1065, &  1067 

Since there are no listed antifreeze products available, since the industry is looking at several months 
before there are, and since specific listing requirements have yet to be finalized, I feel the TIA’s 
permitting nonexist listed antifreeze does a disservice to the document users. 

I feel we need to be clear and direct in the standard that antifreeze is not an option until such time that 
products are available.  This is so that users of the standard will know they need to coordinate with 
architects/builders early in the building design and construction process to ensure that pipe is run in 
conditioned areas. 

I also feel that if antifreeze were appropriate for use in new installations, there should be no restriction 
on the amount of area in which antifreeze can be used.  When a building is constructed, we do not know 
where a fire will start if it does.  What happens if the fire starts in the small areas where antifreeze was 
allowed? There is also no research to date on the effects of initial antifreeze discharge followed by 
greater and greater concentrations of water, which would be helpful in terms of distinguishing specific 
amounts of area that would be appropriate to allow antifreeze. 



Enclosed is my ballot.  I did not see a place to explain why I was not supporting TIA 1061.  The following 
is my reason: 
 
Authorities Having Jurisdiction continue to tell the committee that they need to have an alternative for 
antifreeze in order for them to be able to mandate sprinklers in their jurisdiction.  We need to mandate 
sprinklers in one and two family dwellings in order to save lives.  Therefore, we need to continue to have 
options for antifreeze.  The straight ban on all antifreeze systems in all new sprinkler systems cannot be 
supported. 
 
Ken Isman   
 





Reasons	for	Abstain	on	13D	TIA	No	1061	&	1067	(Technical	Merit)	

	

In	my	opinion	TIA	Log	Nos.	1061	and	1067	do	not	adequately	address	the	situation.		
However,	neither	does	existing	TIA	13D‐10‐2	and	the	language	proposed	by	ROP	12	
for	the	2013	edition.		Based	on	the	ballot	form,	voting	to	“reject”	both	TIA’s	would	
indicate	a	recommendation	to	return	text	of	the	previous	edition	as	modified	by	TIA	
13D‐10‐2.		I	am	not	in	favor	of	this	action	either,	and	am	therefore	abstaining.			

I	am	not	in	favor	of	a	total	ban	on	antifreeze	solutions	for	new	systems.		However,	
the	options	presented	by	the	proposed	or	existing	TIA’s	do	not	adequately	reflect	
the	test	results	of	the	2010	Research	Foundation	Test	Report.			I	am	restating	my	
previous	reasons	for	voting	to	disagree	with	the	previous	TIA’s	and	proposals	below.			

“The	test	reports	referenced	by	the	proposed	TIA	indicate	the	effect	of	antifreeze	
concentration,	systems	pressure	and	sprinkler	orifice	size	on	a	fire’s	heat	release	
rate	under	certain	conditions.		These	test	results	are	not	properly	reflected	in	the	
proposed	TIA.			The	TIA	proposes	concentrations	of	antifreeze	without	the	
limitations	on	orifice	size	and	system	pressure	observed	during	testing.			

I	am	not	in	agreement	with	the	differences	in	proposed	antifreeze	concentration	
between	new	and	existing	systems.		Newly	introduced	antifreeze,	whether	in	an	
exiting	system	or	new	system,	will	result	in	the	same	outcome	given	the	same	
conditions.		Based	upon	the	information	put	forth,	it	is	not	reasonable	to	subject	
occupants	protected	by	certain	existing	systems	to	a	higher	life	safety	risk	in	
exchange	for	freeze	protection	of	system	piping,	especially	when	some	existing	
systems	will	need	to	be	redesigned	in	accordance	with	the	proposed	TIA	anyway.					

While	the	TIA’s	substantiation	indicates	that	safety	factors	are	considered,	
discussion	and	confirmation	of	the	safety	factors	in	an	explicit	manner	are	lacking.	

I	am	not	confident	that	the	changes	proposed	by	the	TIA	adequately	mitigate	the	
risk	posed	by	antifreeze	in	sprinkler	systems	intended	primarily	for	life	safety.”	

	

(Emergency	Nature)	

Yes	I	agree	to	both	for	emergency	nature.	

	

Milosh	Puchovsky	

		


