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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Residential Sprinkler Systems 
 
FROM: Joanne Goyette 
 
DATE: March 16, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 13R ROP TC Circulation Ballot (A2012) 
 
 
The March 15, 2011 date for receipt of the NFPA 13R ROP letter ballot has passed. 
 
The preliminary ROP ballot results are as follows: 
 
31  Members Eligible to Vote  
  5  Not Returned (T. Hoover, C. Ketner, S. Rians, H. Shaw, and M. Osburn) 
 
In accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects, attached are reasons for 
negative votes for review so you may change your ballot if you wish.  Abstentions and affirmative 
comments are also included.  Ballots received from alternate members are not included unless the 
ballot from the principal member was not received.   
 
If you wish to change your vote, the change must be received at NFPA on or before Tuesday, 
March 22, 2011.  Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now. Such changes should be 
sent to Joanne Goyette via either e-mail to jgoyette@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-7110.  You may 
also mail your ballot to the attention of Joanne Goyette at NFPA, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 
02169.  
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 
 
Attachment:  

Circulation Explanation Report 
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13R-3 1.1 (Log # 56 )

Affirmative with Comment

Nickson, R. My alternate, Marshall Klein, and I discovered on our review of the NFPA 13R Ballot Committee
Statements that the Committee Statement for 13R-3 (Log #56) (page #4 of 65 pages in the pdf file) was not
corrected/revised when the Committee decided not to accept the Chapter 1-5 Task Group's recommendation to revise
the Scope and Title of NFPA 13R to include the “…60' above grade plane…”. The Committee Statement references this
“Task Group's Proposal” to revise the Standard, but such a new “Committee Proposal” does not exist.

We believe from the Committee's discussion the Committee Statement that captures the reason for rejection of the
proposal should read simply:

“It has been from the first edition of this standard, and it continues to be, the Committee's position that NFPA 13R does
not prescribe the method for determining the height of the building. It is the intent of the Committee to defer such height
determination to the other model building codes and NFPA 101 that reference NFPA 13R.”

We do not think any of the Committee members would disagree that the above statement was the reason this proposal
was rejected. Leaving the existing committee statement in the final published ROP would make absolutely no sense and
would be an leave the submitter as well as the public wondering what the Committee was saying since no Task
Group/Committee Proposal is provided that relates to this issue. Revising the Committee Statement as noted above
during the recirculation period for the ROP Ballot would be highly recommended.

13R-4 1.1 and 1.1.1 (New) (Log # 88 )

Negative

Haagensen, D. Apparently this Committee wants to wait to act until after one of these large loss residential
fires kills occupants or firefighters due to roof/floor collapse, rather than proactively address the legitimate
concerns raised by the submitter.  There is no doubt that large loss catastrophic failures of new construction are
occurring in buildings falsely deemed “fully sprinklered” to meet NFPA 13R.   Life safety fire sprinkler
systems were never intended for the occupancies they are now protecting.  Furthermore, the Committee's
rebuttal data is not accurate  - there have been documented occupant and firefighter injuries during fires in
buildings protected with NFPA 13R systems (2/27/2007 Norwich, CT & 5/29/2008 Peabody, MA).

O'Brian, M. The code change starts to address a larger concern on the scope of 13R.  Occupancies are
becoming larger and using 13R for "Life Safety" yet the building materials and construction will not sustain.
The committee must evaluate these facilities prior to a large loss in these types of facilities.

13R-5 1.1 and A.1.1 (Log # 89 )

Negative

Haagensen, D. NFPA 13R has always included a statement that mixed use buildings, without mention of the
level of separation, need to be protected by NFPA 13.  The Committee Statement is not in agreement with the
official position of the Committee as it appears in all past editions.

O'Brian, M. The proposal addresses a simple clarification that has been misapplied in the field.

13R-6 1.1.1 and A.1.1.1 (Log # 2 )

Negative

Haagensen, D. See explanation of vote for Proposal 13R-5 (Log #89).

O'Brian, M. The proposal provides clarification to a section that has been misapplied.  The proposed language
strengthens the document and what the standard applies to.

13R-7 1.3 and 1.3.1 (Log # 3 )

Affirmative with Comment

Isman, K. This issue should be raised with the TCC.  The language was proposed because it is in NFPA 13,
but it was rejected because it is poorly written.  It should be taken out of NFPA 13 as well.
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13R-8 1.4.3 (Log # 63 )

Affirmative with Comment

Haagensen, D. All viable options to provide fire protection in residential occupancies is worthwhile.  However,
the submitter is encouraged to address water mist systems for residential occupancies in NFPA 750, as such
systems are not within the scope of this Committee.  This comment applies to all of the submitter's proposals
regarding water mist systems and NFPA 750.

13R-15 2.3.5 (Log # 86 )

Affirmative with Comment

Haagensen, D. Whereby it is not proper to simply place a reference into NFPA 13R with no context, NFPA
should be encouraged to place this reference in its NFPA Residential Fire Sprinkler Systems Handbook.

13R-17 3.3.7 Limited-Combustible (Material), 3.3.8 Noncombustible Material (New),  6.6, 6.6.8, (Log # 83 )

Negative

Haagensen, D. See explanation of vote for Proposal 13R-4 (Log #88).

O'Brian, M. The proposed change give standard requirements in 13R and 13 for the exception of sprinklers in
combustible spaces.  The change allows for consistency in design and protection which is necessary.

Affirmative with Comment

Orlowski, S. NAHB agrees with the committee action of reject on the proposal. The NFPA 13R standard is very clear
that the purpose of this standard is to provide various levels of sprinkler protection, with higher focus on the level of life
safety and a lesser focus on the level of property protection. In all of the examples provided, there were no reported
losses of life in any of the structure fires, which when compared to the purpose of the standard, is the overall goal and
intent of the standard. Furthermore, the NFPA 13R standard is also clear that it is designed to control and possibly
extinguish fires that originate within confines of the building. Many of the fires incidences that were given as examples
occurred as exterior exposure fires a situation which not only fall outside of the scope of NFPA 13R, it is also a type of
fire incident which is not required to be addressed and designed for under NFPA 13. NFPA 13 provides designers with
information on how to provide protection from exposure fires, but it does not require the exterior of buildings to be
protected.

13R-19 4.7 (Log # 62 )

Negative

Haagensen, D. See explanation of vote for Proposal 13R-20 (Log #CP2).

O'Brian, M. Understanding the current scope and provisions to NFPA 13R, system piping can typically be run
to avoid freezing.  Residential systems must be designed without anti-freeze.  The data submitted in the various
TIA's does not out weigh the possibility.  The committee should continually look for alternatives to anti-freeze.

13R-20 4.7, 5.4.3 (Log # CP2 )

Negative
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Haagensen, D. This Committee is encouraged to vote negative on this approach of using combustible
antifreeze, and cease blindly going through the document revision process without revisiting this issue.  If the
proposed approach for the use of antifreeze products that are KNOWN TO BE COMBUSTIBLE, and are
KNOWN TO HAVE CONTRIBUTED TO OCCUPANT CASUALTIES, is not 100% safe, the fire sprinkler
industry risks another black eye down the road  - especially after all the property owners have undertaken
expensive testing and alterations.  There are major concerns with the proposed approach.  So far, this industry
has “spiked” concentrations so that there are typically large margins of error with the freeze point of the
solution.  The effect of the proposed changes is to force the industry to extremely low margins of error with the
freeze point of the solution, if any margin of error will exist at all.  We are likely to experience an increase in
freeze ups with these proposed changes.  Secondly, the large margin of error with the freezing points in past
practice has allowed the industry to essentially ignore climate data and ignore evaluation of the approach used
to determine necessary freeze point.  The proposed changes suggest that the industry use the Lowest One-Day
Mean Low Temperature data.  For a community I recently investigated, the Lowest One-Day Mean Low
Temperature data indicates necessary freeze protection to approximately -7.5 degrees Fahrenheit.  Using the
antifreeze characteristics table in the proposed changes, I could install a 48% glycerine solution (freeze point
of 50% glycerine identified at -20.9 degrees Fahrenheit).  When looking at the actual temperature data for this
community, the average lowest temperature in the month of January is -12.7 degrees Fahrenheit, and a popular
fire protection antifreeze manufacturer lists the freeze point of their 48% glycerine at approximately -13
degrees Fahrenheit.  So the user of NFPA 13R/NFPA 13, as proposed, is going to be mislead that there is a
significant margin of error on the freeze point, when in reality the system is likely to freeze for this particular
community.  The research done to-date on this issue can hardly be called extensive given the number of
different fire sprinklers on the market and the vast possibilities of system arrangements.  It is also noted that
many recent buildings were constructed in a manner that habitable areas were protected by sprinkler piping
that was installed only within the heated envelope of the building - with no significant cost or architectural
implications.  Lastly, the proposed approach sends a mixed message about combustible antifreeze products -
either 50/40% is safe or it is not.  Solutions at the same concentration are not going to magically behave
differently being in an existing system versus being in a new system.

O'Brian, M. See response to 13R-20.

Puchovsky, M. I vote negatively for the same reasons that I voted to disagree with TIA No. 10-1-1 (Log #995).
The test reports referenced by the proposal and TIA No. 10-1-1 (Log #995) 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 revisions to NFPA 13R.   The proposal
recommends 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 revisions anyway.
While the Proposal’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 recommended by the Proposal adequately mitigate the risk posed by
antifreeze in sprinkler systems intended primarily for life safety.
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13R-21 4.7 and 5.4.3 (Log # 57 )

Negative

Haagensen, D. See explanation of vote for Proposal 13R-20 (Log #CP2).

O'Brian, M. See response to 13R-20.

Puchovsky, M. The ban on antifreeze should not be lifted until the proposed revisions to the standard are
adequately substantiated. See my reasons for voting negatively on proposal 13R-20 (log #CP2).

Affirmative with Comment

Deegan, T. I agree with what is accomplished by this action but I'm not sure the Committee Action (APR) is
correct. I believe this should be REJECT with the same committee statement.

13R-22 5.1.2.1 (New) (Log # 77 )

Affirmative with Comment

Sigler, M. The TC was correct in rejecting this proposal.  In order to ensure that all equipment, devices,
fittings, etc. function as intended, they need to be listed and labeled by an accredited listing agency and
conform to approved standards.

13R-28 5.4.3 (Log # 82 )

Negative

Haagensen, D. No specific recommendation was provided by the submitter.  Committees routinely and
appropriately reject such proposals.

O'Brian, M. The submitter provides a proposal without an explanation on changes.

13R-30 6.2.3.1 and 6.2.3.4 (Log # 18 )

Negative

Feid, J. I was not convinced that sufficient data or research supports the proposal particularly when one of the
reason for substantiation is that is provides for the installer to have reduced inventory. 13R systems with
residential type sprinklers are understood to provide a different level of protection for the occupants.

13R-33 6.2.3.5.4 (Log # 75 )

Negative

Schwab, P. The current language provides adequate sized shadow areas. The new requirement for 15 Square
Feet is excessive (5 times the current allowance). See my comments on 13R-42 (Log #72).

13R-37 6.4.4 (Log # 51 )

Negative

Feid, J. It is imperative the AHJ has some input on how devices would be used beyond its listing.  There is
always appropriate steps to take if one disagrees with the AHJ.

Haagensen, D. The proposed language is necessary so that installers/designers are not given `carte blanche'.
The current language of the standard removes the ability of the AHJ to reject proposals that are absurd and not
technically substantiated.  The language is in direct conflict with the traditional NFPA document approach to
alternate/new technologies, which require technical substantiation and AHJ approval.

13R-38 6.4.6.1, 6.4.6.1.1 (Log # CP5 )

Affirmative with Comment
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Schwab, P. In rooms/compartments of this size a designer can do a separate calculation for the maximum
spacing allowed for the particular sprinkler used. Generally this will not be as demanding as the calculation for
the larger living areas with water demands up to 4 sprinklers. If the committee is contemplating allowing a
sprinkler to be spaced 12 feet from a wall they should lift the 400 SQ. FT. maximum requirement and allow
the manufacturers to pass the listing tests with that extended spacing.

13R-39 6.4.6.2.3 (New) (Log # 84 )

Affirmative with Comment

Feid, J. There should be additional data to show the 6 inches is the appropriate.

Schwab, P. The standard should specify as to which part of the deflector one measures to. Some deflectors can
be as long as 1".

13R-40 6.4.6.3.1, 6.2.3.5.2, 6.2.3.5.4, 6.4.6.3, 6.2.4 (Log # CP4 )

Negative

Schwab, P. See my comments in regards to the 15 SQ FT Shadow area allowance on 13R-42 (Log #72).

13R-42 6.4.6.3.2.5 (New) (Log # 72 )

Negative

Haagensen, D. Accepting the proposal will remove the cumulative restriction and allow for multiple 15 square
foot shadows in the same compartment.  This is likely to compromise the ability of the residential fire
sprinklers to provide occupant life safety.

O'Brian, M. The proposal does not provide technical justification and links to an existing code provision.

Schwab, P. The substantiation used referenced standard spray sprinklers and the three times rule from NFPA
13. NFPA 13 requires a minimum.10 density and also requires that the four most hydraulically contiguous
sprinklers be calculated regardless of compartments which creates an inherent safety factor. The 15 SQ FT is 5
times larger than the current allowance of 3 SQ FT currently permitted. This new section also does not limit
the area to 15 SQ FT total for the dry areas. One could conceivably have multiple shadow areas in the
protection area of a single sprinkler which could seriously impact the ability of the sprinkler to maintain
tenability in the compartment. There was also no test data submitted.

13R-43 6.4.6.3.3.5 and A.6.4.6.3.3.5 (New) (Log # 73 )

Negative

Haagensen, D. See explanation for vote on Proposal 13R-42 (Log #72).

O'Brian, M. The proposal does not provide technical justification and links to an existing code provision.

Schwab, P. The annex language to this new section does not correlate with 6.4.6.3.3.5. If the area "behind" the
sprinkler is more than 8", then it is technically not in the protection area of the sprinkler. 6.4.6.3.3.5 needs to
be reworded or annex pictures indicating such should be provided. The diagrams for Log #73 do not portray
this arrangement. If the committee is allowing this type of a shadow area, they need to provide a maximum
depth behind the sprinkler.

13R-46 6.6.4 (Log # 26 )

Negative

Haagensen, D. The Committee should do away with this paragraph.  An exception to an exception is very
confusing.  We are starting to see what several Committee members raised as a concern to this paragraph, that
this list of areas that require sprinklers will simply get longer and longer every cycle.
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Nickson, R. I disagree with placing the requirement for sprinklers in washer and dryer closets and believe that
the requirement should also be removed from the annex note.  Based on the latest NFPA fire data there is no
life safety/fire protection problem.

Orlowski, S. NAHB disagrees with the committee's action of Accept on proposal log #26 and urges the committee to
reject the proposal based on the following data. The proposal should have been rejected based on the proponent failure to
provide any data to support the need for adding water heaters and washers to the list of compartments requiring sprinkler
protection. According to the most recent reports from the NFPA regarding Washer and Dryer fires (Home Fires
Involving Clothes Dryers and Washing Machines, John R. Hall Jr., NFPA, Quincy, MA. March 2009), clothes dryers and
washing machines accounted for 4.5% of all reported home structure fires, 0.6% of associated civilian deaths, 2.9% of
associated civilian injuries, and 2.8% of associated direct property damage in 2006. The report also showed that of all the
reported fires, 92% of the fires from 2003-2006 involved the dryer and not the washing machine.

In another report from NFPA ( US Home Fires, 03/10), we also see that water heaters account for less than 2% of the
annually reported fires, less than 1% of the annually reported fatalities and less than 121 million dollars in property
damage. We also know from this report that the majority of these types of fires are confined and rarely result in
spreading to others areas of the home. Both Reports are available online and are offered as free downloads to all
committee members.

13R-48 6.6.5, 6.6.5.1, and A.6.6.5 (Log # 5 )

Negative

Brown, P. I agree with both the substantiation statements submitted for Log #5 and 27. This should be an Accept in Principle in
Part and combined with Log #27.

13R-49 6.6.5 and 6.6.6 (Log # 27 )

Negative

Brown, P. I agree with both the substantiation statements submitted for Log #5 and 27. This should be an
Accept in Principle in Part and combined with Log #5.

13R-50 6.6.6, 7.4 and 7.5 (Log # 50 )

Negative

Haagensen, D. See explanation for vote on Proposal 13R-4 (Log #88).

O'Brian, M. The proposal begins to address the growing concern in common construction and buildings.  The
committee must begin to address the growing concern of fires in these spaces and begin to look at this proposal
and similar proposals.

13R-52 6.6.8 (New) (Log # 76 )

Negative

Isman, K. The reference to NFPA 13 is not circular. There is a simple typo in the sentence and the committee
knew this at the time of the meeting.  As  it was intended, the proposal simply references NFPA 13 for issues
not handled by NFPA 13R.  This is needed because NFPA 13R does not adequately handle all situations.  For
example, even with the action on 13-53, NFPA 13R does not say that sprinklers need to be installed at the top
of a noncombustible stair tower and at the bottom if there is a space where items can be stored.  The only place
to find this information is in NFPA 13.  If the committee does not want to reference NFPA 13, it should at least
copy or extract the details.

Skare, E. I believe the intent of the proposal was to state that "...not directly discussed in NFPA 13R shall
be ..." which would eliminate the circular reference and add direction to reference NFPA 13 in these cases.

13R-56 6.8.1 (New) (Log # 87 )

Negative
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Haagensen, D. The Committee Statement conflicts with its position on the issue within NFPA 13D.  It is
simply a good idea, and cost-effective, to have each unit in a townhouse separately controlled.

13R-67 7.6.2.2 (New) (Log # 81 )

Negative

Isman, K. A task group cannot reject a proposal.  It is inappropriate for the NFPA to delegate the action on an
item to an unbalanced task group.  This issue did not receive full discussion by the committee.

13R-68 8.1.5.1 (Log # 36 )

Negative

Sigler, M. What is a "typical floor plan"?  In my opinion, this is poor code language.  Either a definition needs
to be added to the standard or "typical" needs to be deleted.

Affirmative with Comment

Isman, K. This issue is not limited to NFPA 13R and should be addressed by the TCC for all sprinkler
documents.

13R-78 11.1.3 (Log # 10 )

Negative

Brown, P. As stated in the Recommendation an owner could have several properties located in different locations throughout an
area containing multiple buildings but would only need to have spare sprinklers at one property.

13R-80 A.1.1 (Log # 70 )

Affirmative with Comment

Orlowski, S. NAHB agrees with the committee action of reject. The building code already addresses this issue and
provides architects and engineers with the design limitations on appropriate sprinkler systems within mixed use
occupancies. NFPA 13R is the standard for the installation of sprinkler systems, not a driver of occupancy use and
classification.

13R-91 A.6.13 (Log # 43 )

Affirmative with Comment

Deegan, T. I agree with the proposed change to remove the reference to listed PB pipe. In addition, reference
should be to "listed non-metallic pipe" rather than "CPVC pipe".

13R-93 A.9.3 (Log # 61 )

Negative

Deegan, T. Dependability of the water supply is critical. For NFPA 13R applications, I believe the
committee's intent is to provide a fire pump.

Haagensen, D. This proposal goes against the traditional stance of the Committee that pumps serving NFPA
13R systems be installed in accordance with NFPA 20.  NFPA 20 does not permit the use of the fire pump for
other purposes because it would not be designed/arranged for such purpose.  The pump running alarm required
in NFPA 20 will activate upon domestic flow if the pump is used for dual purpose.

Isman, K. There should not be confusion on this issue.  The committee has been consistent in its requirement
for all pumps to meet NFPA 20.  The requirement for a full NFPA 20 fire pump is important for the reliability
of the system.
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Schwab, P. A pump is an integral part of a fire sprinkler system. A domestic pump will not get the required
NFPA 25 testing and maintenance to ensure that the pump will remain capable of supplying the sprinkler
demand.

Stanley, G. I believe all fire pumps should be in accordance with NFPA 20 for reliability.
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