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PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  I'm Jim Milke. 
 4    Member of the Standards Council, and it's my pleasure 
 5    to preside over these last two documents of the day. 
 6           The next report under consideration this 
 7    afternoon is that of the Technical Correlating 
 8    Committee on Automatic Sprinkler Systems. 
 9           Here to present the two parts of the Committee 
10    Report is Correlating Committee Chair Kenneth Linder 
11    of Swiss Re of Windsor, Connecticut. 
12           The committee reports can be found in the blue 
13    2012 Annual Revision Cycle ROP and ROC. 
14           The Certified Amending Motions are contained in 
15    the Motions Committee report.  And behind me on the 
16    screen we will proceed in the order of the motion 
17    sequence number presented.  Mr. Linder? 
18           COMMITTEE CHAIR LINDER:  Mr. Chair, Ladies and 
19    Gentlemen, the Technical Correlating Committee on 
20    Automatic Sprinklers is presenting two reports for 
21    adoption and can be found in the Report on Proposals 
22    and Report on Comments for the 2012 Annual Revision 
23    Cycle. 
24           The first report is consisting of a partial 
25    revision of NFPA 13R, Standard for the Installation of 
1    Sprinkler Systems in Residential Occupancies up to and 
 2    Including Four Stories in Height. 
 3           The report was submitted to letter ballot of 
 4    the Technical Correlating Committee Technical 
 5    Committee.  The ballot results can be found on pages 



 6    13R-3 to 13R-27 of the Report on Proposals, and pages 
 7    13R-4 to 13-120 of the Report on Comments. 
 8           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. 
 9    Linder.  Now, let's proceed with the discussion on the 
10    Certified Amending Motions on NFPA 13R.  Microphone 7, 
11    please. 
12           MR. HAAGENSEN:  Good evening.  Dana Haagensen. 
13    I work for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 
14    Department of Fire Services.  I move to reject Comment 
15    13R-1. 
16           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you.  There is 
17    a motion on the floor to reject Comment 13R-1.  I 
18    heard a second.  Please proceed with the discussion on 
19    the motion. 
20           MR. HAAGENSEN:  Thank you.  If you vote in 
21    favor of this motion, you will be voting to undo a 
22    misleading title change that the committee did at the 
23    comment stage to the document NFPA 13R. 
24           Hopefully everybody's aware, but that is a Fire 
25    Sprinkler System Design Standard for residential 
1    sprinkler systems in occupancies up to and including 
 2    four stories in height. 
 3           A lot of you may be wondering what the big deal 
 4    is with revising the title.  I do want to speak to 
 5    that and, if necessary, I also have some additional 
 6    items to address with problems that the committee 
 7    position presents. 
 8           First, let me explain that, from its inception 
 9    in the 1980s, the document has carried a restriction 
10    in its scope and title to projects that are no more 
11    than four stories in height.  In fact, the 2013 
12    edition that we're discussing on the floor right now 
13    still has that scope restriction.  The committee has 
14    not changed the scope of the document.  Okay?  And 
15    therein lies the problem. 
16           The committee has created a gross inconsistency 
17    between the title of the document and its scope that's 
18    stated in Section 1.1.  If my motion is not passed, 
19    the committee's proposed title will mislead the user 
20    as it implies that one can use the document on 



21    projects with no limit on the number of stories.  I 
22    can have a five, six, maybe seven-story building as 
23    long as the project is not considered a highrise. 
24           Additionally, the title uses the term "low 
25    rise" that is not defined anywhere.  What is a low 
1    rise building?  Okay? 
 2           More importantly, the only way an agency or 
 3    code writing committee will know that there is a 
 4    four-story limitation is that they would have to open 
 5    up the book and read the specifics the Section 1.1. 
 6           I personally serve on building code and 
 7    standards writing committees, as I'm sure many of you 
 8    are, as well, and probably also have a similar 
 9    experience.  That when a code references another 
10    document, it is quite rare that all the committee 
11    members -- 
12           ANNOUNCEMENT:  One minute. 
13           MR. HAAGENSEN:  Thank you -- open up that book 
14    and read the entire specifics the referenced standard. 
15           Just for a perspective, I did tally up the 
16    amount of building codes that adopt this standard, how 
17    many reference documents they have. 
18           NFPA's Model Building Code has over 
19    400 reference documents.  And the other Model Building 
20    Code has over 600. 
21           So I thank you for your time, and I hope you 
22    vote in favor of this motion to restore the correct, 
23    accurate, and traditional title for this document. 
24           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Mr. Linder, would you 
25    like to offer the committee's position? 
1           COMMITTEE CHAIR LINDER:  I would like to defer 
 2    to the TC Chair for the Residential Sprinkler Systems 
 3    Committee, Maurice Pilette. 
 4           TC COMMITTEE CHAIR PILETTE:  Maurice Pilette, 
 5    Chair of the Residential Committees.  This motion 
 6    would be, in effect, inconsistent with what the 
 7    committee voted on on another proposal, or another 
 8    comment relative to where when change the -- limited 
 9    the four-story definition, or the four-story term, and 
10    went to 60 feet above the grade plane.  So, in effect, 



11    the title change that the committee voted on is more 
12    consistent with the new scope changes that was 
13    actually taking place, and the committee voted on 
14    that, as well. 
15           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you, gentlemen. 
16    With that, we will open up debate on the motion. 
17    Please provide your name, and affiliation, and whether 
18    you're speaking for or against the motion. 
19    Microphone 4. 
20           MR. SHAPIRO:  Jeff Shapiro representing 
21    National Multi-housing Council speaking against the 
22    motion. 
23           The proponent actually was an error.  He made 
24    the statement that the scope of the document has not 
25    changed.  That is incorrect.  If you look in the ROC                                                           
 1    on Page 13R-6, my comment, 13R-3, was accepted by the 
 2    committee.  There are no amending motions. 
 3           1.1 scope, the document scope now says that it 
 4    applies to buildings up to and including four stories 
 5    in height in buildings not exceeding 60 feet in height 
 6    above grade plane.  So it's no longer just the story 
 7    limit in the scope, now it is a story limit and a 
 8    height limit. 
 9           If you go back to the old title of only 
10    referencing four stories, then you're implying that 
11    any building four stories can be done under 13R. 
12           Now, theoretically, you'd have to go back and 
13    read the scope to see what the document limitations 
14    are and see that 60 feet.  But my point is that with 
15    the committee's action to change it to low rise 
16    buildings, you're still going to the scope and still 
17    picking up the same four-story 60-foot limit. 
18           The title of the document is not enforceable, 
19    it is for guidance.  Low rise residential building was 
20    regarded by the committee as descriptive.  The scope 
21    is very clear.  It's four stories and buildings not 
22    exceeding 60 feet in height. 
23           So to argue that this is necessary for 
24    consistency with the scope of the document is just 
25    flat wrong.  The scope has changed.  I urge you to 



1    reject the motion on the floor. 
 2           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Microphone 8. 
 3           MR. ISMAN:  Thank you.  My name is Ken Isman. 
 4    I'm with the National Fire Sprinkler Association and 
 5    we're opposed to the motion on the floor. 
 6           We're not aware of any requirement that the 
 7    title of an NFPA document match every word within the 
 8    scope of the document.  Instead, the title of the 
 9    document should be enough to tell the user that they 
10    have picked up the correct document.  From there, the 
11    scope should be sufficient to tell the user exactly 
12    where they can and cannot use the document. 
13           The scope of NFPA 13R still retains the 
14    four-story limit along with some other doc -- some 
15    other requirements, as Jeff Shapiro just talked about. 
16    The committee is not trying to get rid of those 
17    requirements.  For an example of some other NFPA 
18    documents where the scope is not exactly the same as 
19    the title, you can look at NFPA 30.  The title of NFPA 
20    30 is the Flammable and Combustible Liquids Code. 
21    That's a nice, clear, concise title.  But the scope of 
22    NFPA 30 says that it applies to the storage, handling, 
23    and use of flammable and combustible liquids, and then 
24    goes on to say it does not apply to transportation of 
25    flammable or combustible liquids, or anyway storage or 
1    handling of aerosols, sprays, mists, liquids that have 
 2    flashpoints but still -- do not have flashpoints but 
 3    can still burn, fuel tanks that are connected to oil 
 4    burning equipment or alcohol-based hand rub 
 5    dispensers. 
 6           Does this mean that the title of NFPA 30 should 
 7    really be the Code for Storage, Handling, and Use of 
 8    Flammable, Combustible Liquid Except for the 
 9    Transportation of the Such Liquids, yada, yada, yada, 
10    and have all that scope language in it?  No.  That's 
11    not what the title of NFPA 30 should be. 
12           NFPA 30 has been successfully enforced for a 
13    long time even though the scope is less -- or more 
14    descriptive than its title.  People still know they've 
15    picked up the correct document and they can use it 



16    along with the scope to know where the document can 
17    and cannot be applied. 
18           The same will be true for NFPA 13R.  All we 
19    have done is refined the scope, and we've made it more 
20    cumbersome so we don't want to keep adding that 
21    information to the title. 
22           ANNOUNCEMENT:  One minute. 
23           MR. ISMAN:  Thank you.  We can simplify the 
24    title and still have a valid document.  We're not in 
25    support of the motion on the floor. 
1           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Is there any further 
 2    discussion on Motion 13R-1 to reject Comment 13R-1? 
 3    Microphone 7. 
 4           MR. HAAGENSEN:  Dana Haagensen, Mass Department 
 5    of Fire Services speaking in favor of the motion. 
 6           I think we've got a little dilemma here, 
 7    because when the committee changed the title, they 
 8    left out the "up to four stories in height" 
 9    limitation.  If you go back to this motion, then we 
10    leave out the 60-foot in height limitation.  And in 
11    that particular situation I would suggest that we go 
12    back and kind of return this back to committee, in 
13    essence, which is the same thing as what my comment 
14    does. 
15           I also would reiterate that I think the 
16    Building Code Committees and the agencies that are 
17    adopting the standard are going to see that title 
18    change and probably assume that the four-story 
19    limitation went away because it's being deleted.  And 
20    that's very misleading, and I'm afraid that the code 
21    adoption agencies in the Model Codes will take a look 
22    at this particular standard and assume that, oh, gee, 
23    we can adopt this up to six, seven stories in height 
24    no problem.  And those particular adoptions are what 
25    drives which standard you use. 
1           So as soon as those Model Codes do that, or as 
 2    soon as a code agency adopts this standard 
 3    incorrectly, then you've got kind of carte blanch, 
 4    you're going to be able to use it in that incorrect 
 5    mode. 



 6           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Any further 
 7    discussion on this motion?  Microphone 4. 
 8           MR. SHAPIRO:  Jeff Shapiro again speaking 
 9    against the motion on the floor. 
10           I've been around the building code arena for 30 
11    years and I've probably got a good 10 years left.  I 
12    can assure you nobody's going to do this based on the 
13    title of the document. 
14           The committee heard these arguments.  The 
15    document title that is proposed by the committee is 
16    descriptive.  And to go back to the old title of four 
17    stories only is flat wrong because you lose the 
18    60 feet which is in the scope.  You don't want to 
19    mislead people with the title, and that's the reason 
20    you need to reject this motion. 
21           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Mr. Linder, any final 
22    comments? 
23           COMMITTEE CHAIR LINDER:  I'll defer to Maurice. 
24    Do you have any further comments? 
25           TC COMMITTEE CHAIR PILETTE:  The only comment, 
1    I would urge the membership to vote the way that the 
 2    committee went forward on this thing.  On the two 
 3    proposals to change the title and also the scope the 
 4    vote was 25 to 5 to change the title, and this was 
 5    vented by task group and long debate during the 
 6    committee hearings.  And, in addition, too, when the 
 7    scope was changed, the vote was 28 to 2 to see it that 
 8    way, and was well-debated within the committee itself. 
 9           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you.  Before we 
10    vote let me restate the motion.  The motion on the 
11    floor is to reject Comment 13R-1. 
12           Please record your vote 1 in favor of the 
13    motion, that is to accept, 2 opposed to the motion, 
14    reject. 
15           5 seconds. 
16           Balloting's closed. 
17           Thank you.  The results of the vote are to 
18    reject the motion.  The motion has failed. 
19           Let's now proceed with the discussion on 
20    Certified Amending Motion 13R-2. 



21           Microphone 7. 
22           MR. HAAGENSEN:  Dana Haagensen, Mass Department 
23    of Fire Services.  I move that we accept proposal 
24    13R-4. 
25           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you.  There is                                                          
 1    a motion on the floor to accept proposal 13R-4.  Is 
 2    there a second?  Thank you, we do have a second. 
 3    Please proceed with the discussion on the motion. 
 4           MR. HAAGENSEN:  Yeah.  This motion basically is 
 5    a vote to restrict the scope and the use of NFPA 13R 
 6    based on some happenings that occurred in our state. 
 7           Basically, simply, this proposal was to bring 
 8    decisions that we made at the state level to the 
 9    national table to see if NFPA would be interested in 
10    sharing the same vision. 
11           Basically, over a span of a year and a half 
12    from January, 2007 to May, 2008, Massachusetts 
13    experienced three large-loss fires, which were also 
14    total-loss fires.  These fires were in large, 
15    lightweight, wood frame residential buildings that 
16    were protected with systems meeting the requirements 
17    of NFPA 13R. 
18           And I personally performed a code-based 
19    investigation on a couple of these, and my colleague 
20    did on the third. 
21           As a result of these a State Farm Marshall 
22    submitted a state building code change proposal, which 
23    was ultimately accepted, and that proposal did 
24    restrict the use of 13R to smaller buildings. 
25           With this motion, again, I'm simply trying to 
                                                            13 
  



 1    bring this to the national level. 
 2           And when we researched this issue at the state 
 3    level, we realized that Massachusetts was not the only 
 4    state that was having communities with this issue. 
 5    I'm sure if you think about the last few years, you 
 6    probably can recall some similar incidents in your 
 7    communities. 
 8           The problem we have and the troubling thing 
 9    about it is the reaction that we're getting from the 
10    public.  People are very confused by these systems and 
11    residents are questioning why they're staring at their 
12    home in ruins when the buildings are newly constructed 
13    and everywhere they went in their home -- 
14           ANNOUNCEMENT:  One minute. 
15           MR. HAAGENSEN:  Thank you -- everywhere they 
16    went in their home they saw fire sprinklers. 
17           Similarly, fire chiefs are having to do damage 
18    control with the media on the benefits of fire 
19    sprinklers as a result of many of these incidents. 
20           The other issue I did want to speak to is, in 
21    speaking to some of my colleagues here at the 
22    convention, I know there's a lot of apprehension on 
23    this particular motion, on where the 12,000 square 
24    foot limitation came from. 
25           That basically came out of the Model Building 
 1    Codes and recognized that many commercial occupancies 
 2    that exceeded 12,000 square feet would need to have 
 3    sprinkler systems that were intended to protect both 
 4    property and life safety.  So this was simply 
 5    extending that level of protection to residential 
 6    occupancies where we have our major fire problem. 
 7           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you. 
 8    Mr. Linder, would you like to offer the committee 
 9    position? 
10           COMMITTEE CHAIR LINDER:  I'll defer to Maurice 
11    Pilette, Chair of the TC. 
12           TC COMMITTEE CHAIR PILETTE:  The committee 
13    discussed this proposal at length and found that there 
14    wasn't technical justification to pursue it and vote 
15    in favor of it.  It went back to the NFPA fire history 



16    and the origin of the document and felt very 
17    comfortable that the way that the document addresses 
18    it with unlimited sizes, that it has done and served 
19    the United States very well in the code adopting 
20    process by the building code due to significant 
21    buildings in the last 30 years that wouldn't have not 
22    sprinkled if the 13R wasn't in place and wasn't 
23    adopted by the Model Building Codes. 
24           And additionally, the committee felt very 
25    strongly that 12,000 square feet would be the demise 
1    of 13R. 
 2           Now, this is a very, very small building, 
 3    footprint, when you talk about in the aggregate area, 
 4    and in an event, this was significantly defeated by 
 5    the committee at the time. 
 6           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you, gentlemen. 
 7    With that, we will open up debate on the motion. 
 8    Please provide your name, and affiliation, and whether 
 9    you're speaking in favor or against the motion. 
10    Microphone 4, please. 
11           MR. SHAPIRO:  Jeff Shapiro representing 
12    National Multi-housing Council and speaking against 
13    the motion on the floor. 
14           Even if you believed that there is a need to 
15    put some type an area limit on 13R systems, this 
16    proposal is very flawed. 
17           For example, it does not recognize any fire 
18    separation.  Even if I build a four-hour firewall 
19    through the center of the building to divide it into 
20    two 12,000 square foot buildings, all the way through 
21    the attic through the roof with a parapet, this 
22    proposal says that aggregate floor area has to be 
23    determined ignoring any fire separation assemblies or 
24    fire parting walls. 
25           This proposal doesn't care whether I build a 
1    building out of Type 1 construction, concrete, or Type 
 2    5 construction unprotected wood.  Surely, we should be 
 3    able to build a building bigger out of concrete than 
 4    wood.  That has been firmly established in building 
 5    codes since the 1920s that I can recall. 



 6           So to argue that you need an area limit is one 
 7    argument.  To argue that you need an area limit but 
 8    not allow any variation for type of construction or 
 9    based on fire separations has no merit in history. 
10           And even with respect to the fires that the 
11    proponent has argued occurred in Massachusetts which 
12    caused them to change the code, I scratch my head and 
13    wonder, I can't put a 13R system in a concrete 
14    building with parapets more than 12,000 square feet? 
15    I don't think that's the mainstream that we want in 
16    the United States.  If Massachusetts wants to do it, 
17    so be it, but we don't want to establish that as a 
18    model recommendation. 
19           I urge you to vote against this.  There is no 
20    technical merit for this proposal and it was broadly 
21    rejected by the committee. 
22           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Microphone 8. 
23           MR. ISMAN:  Thank you.  My name is Ken Isman. 
24    I'm with the National Fire Sprinkler Association.  I'm 
25    opposed to the motion on the floor. 
1           There's been no evidence supplied to the 
 2    committee that shows that the reduction to 12,000 
 3    square feet or less is necessary to meet the goals and 
 4    objectives of NFPA 13R.  The biggest difference 
 5    between NFPA 13R and NFPA 13 is the sprinkler 
 6    protection for combustible concealed spaces such as 
 7    attics. 
 8           Now, the proponent of this proposal mentioned 
 9    some fires, and I believe, if I look at those fires, 
10    that the fire got up into the attic and burnt through 
11    the attic and that these were really large attics over 
12    really large buildings. 
13           Now, there may be some justification to 
14    limiting the size of unsprinklered combustible attics 
15    in a 13R system.  That may be something that we need 
16    to look at.  But that's not what this proposal does. 
17    This proposal limits the use of 13R by counting the 
18    area of the sprinklered spaces. 
19           The proposal that's on the floor in front of 
20    you applies to the total building area, not the area 



21    per floor.  So a three-story apartment building with 
22    4,000 square feet per floor and a 4,000 square foot 
23    attic would be allowed to use 13R, but a four-story 
24    building with the same footprint and the same 4,000 
25    square feet per floor and the same 4,000 square foot 
1    attic would not be allowed to use 13R because it would 
 2    violate the 12,000 square foot total area limitation, 
 3    even though it has the same attic as supplied in that 
 4    three-story building that could use 13R.  That just 
 5    doesn't make sense.  It doesn't seem to me that the 
 6    proponent is actually getting to the root of his 
 7    problem. 
 8           There were a number of good reasons to limit 
 9    the use of 13R vertically, which was done with the 
10    four-story and 60-foot limit, and those have been 
11    well-documented since the introduction of 13R in 1989. 
12    But there's no documentation of why 13R should be 
13    limited regarding the horizontal area of the building. 
14           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you. 
15    Microphone 7. 
16           MR. HAAGENSEN:  Dan Haagensen, Mass Department 
17    of Fire Services, speaking in favor of the motion. 
18           I do just want to clarify one thing that I 
19    discovered since the committee did the balloting, and 
20    I don't know if it would change anybody's opinion, 
21    but -- 
22           Unfortunately, the NFPA data that was used in 
23    that -- the Chair reference has a significant flaw in 
24    the analysis that was used in that particular report. 
25           Basically, it goes back to the fact that 
1    there's two different NFIRS codings for sprinkler 
 2    system failures that were addressed in that report, 
 3    one of which is where the sprinkler system was outside 
 4    its design range but present. 
 5           And from a sprinkler world the interpretation 
 6    of that coding is that that is a fire where the owner 
 7    has gone in there and exceeded the hazard level that 
 8    the sprinkler system was designed to meet, and that's 
 9    why the sprinkler system failed. 
10           Unfortunately, the report assumed that "outside 



11    the design range" meant that the sprinkler system was 
12    installed in the building but not in the area where 
13    the fire started. 
14           There's also an NFIRS code for that particular 
15    scenario.  Sprinkler system failure where the 
16    sprinklers were not in the area where the fire 
17    occurred is a separate NFIRS code. 
18           And what happened in this particular analysis 
19    is that they threw out all that data because they 
20    perceived that there was two codes and NFIRS that 
21    meant the same thing and there was some sort of 
22    problem with that. 
23           Unfortunately, when you throw out the data for 
24    fires where there is a sprinkler system present in a 
25    building but not in the area where the fire occurred, 
1    you just wiped out all of the data for the fires that 
 2    we were trying to address for this particular 
 3    proposal.  So I just wanted to clarify that. 
 4           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you. 
 5    Microphone 8. 
 6           MR. BILBO:  Cecil Bilbo representing the 
 7    Sprinkler System Technology Program from Parkland 
 8    College.  I rise in opposition to the motion, feeling 
 9    that this issue is better addressed through the 
10    building codes, and that perhaps looking at this issue 
11    the way Mr. Isman suggested would be correct.  I urge 
12    rejection of the motion. 
13           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Microphone 4. 
14           MR. SHAPIRO:  Jeff Shapiro, National 
15    Multi-housing Council in opposition to the motion. 
16           With regard to the new data, that's all fine 
17    and dandy.  That's the first I've heard of it.  I'm 
18    sure it's the first you've heard of it, and I would 
19    hate to see this membership act on data that's hearsay 
20    at the microphone that's not been presented.  If 
21    that's new information that was not considered by the 
22    committee, the process for that is a TIA, not a floor 
23    action. 
24           So I urge you to vote against the motion.  You 
25    haven't had a substantiation based on that to support 



1    12,000 square feet across the board. 
 2           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Is there anything 
 3    further discussion on Motion 13R-2 to accept Proposal 
 4    13R-4?  Mr. Linder, any final comments? 
 5           COMMITTEE CHAIR LINDER:  Maurice, do you want 
 6    to make any final comments for the TC? 
 7           TC COMMITTEE CHAIR PILETTE:  I want to urge the 
 8    membership to support the committee action which voted 
 9    26 in favor at the time to affirm not to go with this 
10    particular proposal. 
11           And additionally, the committee had at NFPA a 
12    tenants meeting to discuss the reporting system, and 
13    there was no indication that that report by NFPA was 
14    flawed in any way or manner, and the committee relied 
15    on that. 
16           So here to challenge NFPA's reporting system I 
17    believe would be out of line to take it to that point. 
18           So I urge the membership here today to support 
19    the action of the committee as a whole to the 
20    consensus process. 
21           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
22    Before we vote, let me restate the motion.  The motion 
23    on the floor is to accept proposal 13R-4.  Please 
24    record your vote 1 in favor of the motion, or 2 
25    opposed to the motion. 
1           5 seconds. 
 2           Balloting is closed. 
 3           Thank you for the results.  Thank you.  The 
 4    results of the vote are that the motion has failed. 
 5           Let's now proceed with the discussion on 
 6    Certified Amending Motion 13R-3.  Microphone 7, 
 7    please. 
 8           MR. HAAGENSEN:  Dana Haagensen, Mass Department 
 9    of Fire Services. 
10           I move that we do NITMAN 13R-3 as written on 
11    the screen. 
12           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you.  There is 
13    a motion on the floor to accept an identifiable part 
14    of Comment 13R-53.  Is there a second? 
15           Thank you.  We do have a second, so please 



16    proceed with the discussion on the motion. 
17           MR. HAAGENSEN:  Well, we're headed for three 
18    strikes here.  But basically, it was a little 
19    confusing on this particular comment at the proposal 
20    stage.  You heard that the attempt to bring in the 
21    Massachusetts stuff into the standard was 
22    overwhelmingly rejected.  That's fine. 
23           I went into the comments stage and said okay, 
24    well, most of the arguments that were going against 
25    putting a scope restriction on the size of 13R system 
1    and 13R buildings was that all the data that I 
 2    presented did not involve any life loss or significant 
 3    injuries, and that the purpose of the standard is a 
 4    life safety standard and it's done its job. 
 5           Basically, that's been the committee's stance 
 6    all along.  That if the building burns to the ground 
 7    and nobody gets hurt or injured, that's considered a 
 8    success. 
 9           Having worked on some of the code development 
10    in the state, there are not a lot of people that know 
11    that message.  And so all I was trying to do with 
12    Comment 13R-53 was put that sentiment into the annex 
13    of the standard.  So it's not enforceable, but just to 
14    let people know where the committee was coming from in 
15    terms of what the document was trying to address. 
16           Unfortunately, I did put a two- or three-story 
17    limitation or wording in that particular comment. 
18    That was done out of recognition that, of all the 
19    people I've talked to and all the buildings I've seen 
20    that were built in the time period that this document 
21    came out, were two- or three-story garden style 
22    apartment buildings. 
23           And recognizing that the original scoping 
24    didn't actually restrict it that far, I'm asking the 
25    membership to provide some guidance to folks out there 
1    so we can educate people on what the purpose of this 
 2    standard is.  I find it a little confusing that the 
 3    committee will back up in words what this document's 
 4    supposed to be doing out there, but they refuse to put 
 5    it in writing for some reason. 



 6           But the identifiable piece of this is to take 
 7    out that two- or three-story -- 
 8           ANNOUNCEMENT:  30 seconds. 
 9           MR. HAAGENSEN:  Thank you -- take out the two- 
10    or three-story thing, and would establish an annex 
11    section explaining that this is a life safety 
12    standard. 
13           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you. 
14    Mr. Linder, would you like to offer the committee 
15    position? 
16           COMMITTEE CHAIR LINDER:  I'll defer to the 
17    Residential Sprinkler Chair, Maurice Pilette. 
18           TC COMMITTEE CHAIR PILETTE:  The only comment I 
19    have to the membership is that the committee rejected 
20    this 29 to 1, which is significant, and felt that what 
21    was written in here in the annex material is 
22    justifiable by the committee at that point and did not 
23    want to change it.  29 to 1 is a pretty strong vote 
24    action of a 30-member committee. 
25           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you, gentlemen. 
1    With that, we will open up debate on the motion. 
 2    Please provide your name, and affiliation, and as 
 3    always, whether you are speaking in support of or 
 4    against the motion.  Microphone 4, please. 
 5           MR. SHAPIRO:  Jeff Shapiro, National 
 6    Multi-housing Council, speaking in opposition to the 
 7    motion. 
 8           And I have two points of concern with this 
 9    proposed annex note.  First, at the end, at the last 
10    statement in the proposal says, "The committee is of 
11    the opinion that as long as none of the occupants of 
12    the building have been injured or killed, a building 
13    that burns to the ground and is protected with the 
14    NFPA 13R system is a success story."  The committee 
15    rejected this.  Therefore, if you accept it on the 
16    floor, what would go into the annex is incorrect.  The 
17    committee did not accept this.  It is not the 
18    committee's opinion. 
19           Secondly, I'd like to point out that I disagree 
20    with regard to the proponent's interpretation of the 



21    scope and purpose of 13R.  If you read 1.2.1 purpose, 
22    it specifically states, "the purpose of the standard 
23    to provide a sprinkler system that aids in the 
24    detection and control of residence fires, and thus 
25    provides improved protection against injury, life 
1    loss, and property damage." 
 2           Unlike 13D, NFPA 13R does scope with intent a 
 3    degree of property protection, and it provides a very 
 4    high degree of property protection.  Whenever the fire 
 5    starts in an area that's protected by sprinklers, the 
 6    13R system statistically, historically, has worked and 
 7    put the fire out. 
 8           So there's two very good reasons to reject 
 9    this, and the proponent's statements talking about, 
10    you may do -- 13R may do little to protect 
11    firefighters, may do little to protect the structure 
12    itself, those are personal opinions, they are not the 
13    committee's opinion as is stated in this.  I urge you 
14    to reject the motion on the floor. 
15           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Is there any further 
16    discussion on Motion 13R-3 to accept an identifiable 
17    part of Comment 13R-53?  Microphone 7, please. 
18           MR. HAAGENSEN:  Dana Haagensen, Mass Department 
19    of Fire Services, speaking in favor of the motion. 
20           I don't know if this will trigger anybody to 
21    get up, but I did notice on this particular item that 
22    the only opposition came from the National 
23    Multi-housing Council.  That is a trade organization 
24    for executives of development and property owners, and 
25    I did find that an interesting note on this particular 
1    motion. 
 2           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you.  Any 
 3    further discussion on this Motion 13R-3?  Mr. Linder, 
 4    any final comments? 
 5           COMMITTEE CHAIR LINDER:  I'll defer to Maurice 
 6    Pilette. 
 7           TC COMMITTEE CHAIR PILETTE:  No further 
 8    comment. 
 9           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
10    Before we vote, let me restate the motion. 



11           The motion on the floor is to accept an 
12    identifiable part of Comment 13R-53. 
13           Please record your vote.  1 is in favor of the 
14    motion, 2 opposed to the motion. 
15           5 seconds. 
16           The balloting is closed. 
17           Thank you.  The results of the vote are that 
18    the motion has failed. 
19           Let's now proceed with the discussion on 
20    Certified Amending Motion 13R-4.  Microphone Number 5, 
21    please. 
22           MR. ISMAN:  Thank you.  Ken Isman with the 
23    National Fire Sprinkler Association, and we move to 
24    reject Sections 5.2.2.2.6 and 5.2.9.2.6 from Comment 
25    13R-19 as shown in Motion Sequence 13R-4. 
1           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you.  There's a 
 2    motion on the floor to reject an identifiable part of 
 3    Comment 13R-19.  Is there a second? 
 4           Thank you.  We do have a second.  Please 
 5    proceed with the discussion on the motion. 
 6           MR. ISMAN:  Thank you.  This subject is a bit 
 7    difficult to follow through the ROP and the ROC, and I 
 8    wish that NFPA 13 had come first because it's easier 
 9    to follow there.  But since we have to deal with NFPA 
10    13R first, you'll just have to trust us that a series 
11    of sections dealing with CPVC compatible was inserted 
12    in NFPA 13R during the ROC stage of document 
13    development. 
14           We don't have a problem with most of the text. 
15    We applaud the NFPA for tackling this very difficult 
16    subject.  But two of the sections go a bit too far. 
17    These two sections read the same, it's just one of 
18    them applies to pipe and the other applies to fitting. 
19    So you see in the summary report of the motions that 
20    the paragraph is just printed once, but it is actually 
21    in two sections and so we're moving to remove it 
22    twice. 
23           These sections require the compatibility of 
24    pipe to be evaluated with a unlimited number of 
25    materials that might exist in the construction 



1    environment.  Since the materials list is infinite 
 2    that must be compared to CPVC for compatible, this 
 3    opens the pipe manufacturers and the installing 
 4    contractors to significant liability in using this 
 5    product.  There is no way that they can guarantee that 
 6    they have manufactured and installed a product that is 
 7    compatible with everything. 
 8           If you take these paragraphs out, as we've 
 9    asked in our motion, then you still have the 
10    requirements for CPVC to be compatible with internal 
11    coding of steel, if steel pipe's going to be used in 
12    the system with CPVC, and you also have the 
13    requirement for draft stopping materials to be 
14    evaluated for compatibility. 
15           These requirements are good steps forward for 
16    the standard, and our motion does not affect these 
17    improvements.  We ask you to vote in favor of our 
18    motion. 
19           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Mr. Linder, would you 
20    like to offer the committee's position? 
21           COMMITTEE CHAIR LINDER:  Yes, I'd like to say a 
22    few comments.  First off, you're going to see this 
23    issue again.  It is a correlating issue that the 
24    committee dealt with to make sure that both 13R and 13 
25    read the same. 
1           This particular section originally passed on 
 2    the floor, but not the letter ballot in 13R, and 
 3    passed in 13 which we'll get to later. 
 4           The committee certainly recognizes the 
 5    compatibility has been a major issue and has worked 
 6    hard to try to put some additional items into the 
 7    standard to deal with that. 
 8           I would also like the membership to know that 
 9    we currently have a TIA in process that would change 
10    the CPVC language to nonmetallic pipe because we 
11    believe it's really a broader thing and not just 
12    limited to one specific product, although CPVC is 
13    where most of the issues have been to date. 
14           And so there's a lot of good work here, and I 
15    think, as Ken mentioned, there's a lot of things that 



16    we don't want to get rid of, and the correlating 
17    committee wanted both sides to be the same. 
18           And if Maurice has anything he'd like to say on 
19    the 13R specific portion, I'd encourage him to say so. 
20           TC COMMITTEE CHAIR PILETTE:  I concur with the 
21    TCP Chair on this.  We had task groups and worked well 
22    together with the 13 task group to resolve this issue, 
23    and also a favorable TIA. 
24           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you, gentlemen. 
25    With that, we will open up debate on the motion. 
1    Please provide your name, and affiliation, and whether 
 2    you're speaking in support or against the motion. 
 3    Microphone 9. 
 4           MR. JOHNSON:  My name is Gary Johnson.  I'm 
 5    with the Lukazad (phonetic) Corporation.  Most 
 6    everything's been -- 
 7           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  I'm sorry.  Are you 
 8    speaking for or against? 
 9           MR. JOHNSON:  I'm speaking for the motion. 
10           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you. 
11           MR. JOHNSON:  Most everything has been 
12    explained.  I just wanted to stress the language on 
13    this particular motion.  "Other construction 
14    materials" is so broad that it's going to create a lot 
15    of issues if it stays that way with contractors and 
16    with HJs.  There's going to be a lot of different 
17    interpretations of what that means. 
18           I'm also a principal on 13R, and we did vote 
19    against this motion.  It was given to us late.  But 
20    the reason that we voted against it was because there 
21    was just -- there was some parts of it that weren't 
22    worded properly, and that's -- the largest one is what 
23    we've got here, "and other construction" term. 
24           So we're voting -- we're hoping to take that 
25    particular paragraph out.  Thank you. 
1           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you. 
 2    Microphone 7. 
 3           MR. BILBO:  Cecil Bilbo with Parkland College 
 4    Sprinkler System Technology Program.  We -- 
 5           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Are you speaking for 



 6    or against? 
 7           MR. BILBO:  I speak in favor of the motion. 
 8           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you. 
 9           MR. BILBO:  We feel like Mr. Isman's proposal 
10    is -- or the motion is most appropriate.  We commend 
11    the committee for their action and their movement 
12    forward.  However, the language creates a situation 
13    that is nearly impossible to enforce, specifically 
14    given the nature of the construction that is currently 
15    under way in the United States and other parts of the 
16    world.  We would encourage voting in favor of the 
17    motion. 
18           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you.  Is there 
19    any further discussion on Motion 13R-4 to reject an 
20    identifiable part of Comment 13R-19? 
21           Seeing none, Mr. Linder, any final comments? 
22           COMMITTEE CHAIR LINDER:  The only final comment 
23    I'd like to make is that the committee has worked hard 
24    to try to get some compatibility issues that we think 
25    are long overdue into the standard.  And if the 
1    membership thinks we've gone too far with this one, 
 2    I'm much happier with 13R-4 than the next one that's 
 3    coming up that would throw everything back to the 
 4    committee, so I would ask you to vote your conscience. 
 5    If you think we've gone too far, that's okay. 
 6           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
 7    Before we vote, let me restate the motion.  The motion 
 8    on the floor is to reject an identifiable part of 
 9    Comment 13R-19. 
10           Please record your vote, 1 being in favor of 
11    the motion, 2 being opposed to the motion. 
12           5 seconds. 
13           The balloting is closed. 
14           Thank you.  The results of the motion are that 
15    the motion has passed. 
16           Let's now proceed with a discussion on 
17    Certified Amending Motion 13R-5. 
18           Next motion on 13R-5 appeared on our agenda. 
19    However, the authorized maker of the motion or their 
20    designated representative -- I'm reading the wrong 



21    script. 
22           Next motion on 13R-5 appeared in our agenda. 
23    However, the authorized maker of the motion or their 
24    designated representative has notified NFPA they no 
25    longer wish to pursue this motion.  Therefore, in 
1    accordance with NFPA Convention Rules at 2.6, the 
 2    motion may not be considered by the assembly and is 
 3    removed from the agenda.  We will now move on to the 
 4    next motion. 
 5           To proceed with the discussion on Certified 
 6    Amending Motion 13R-6.  Microphone 5, please. 
 7           MR. ISMAN:  Thank you.  My name is Ken Isman. 
 8    I'm with the National Fire Sprinkler Association.  And 
 9    we move to reject the new Section 6.2.2.3 that was 
10    added to the standards a part of Comment 13R-16, and 
11    also to accept Comment 13R-34. 
PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you.  There's a 
13    motion on the floor to reject an identifiable part of 
14    13R-16 and to accept Comment 13R-34.  Is there a 
15    second? 
16           Thank you.  We do have a second.  Please 
17    proceed with the discussion on the motion. 
18           MR. ISMAN:  Thank you.  I'd like to thank the 
19    NFPA for allowing me to make these two motions 
20    together and have the discussion once since the topic 
21    is exactly the same, the text just appears twice in 
22    the standard.  So we can have this discussion once and 
23    vote on it once and save some time. 
24           The issue here is the use of residential 
25    sprinklers at a minimum .05 density in areas outside 
1    the dwelling unit in any space considered light hazard 
 2    by NFPA 13. 
 3           We do not believe that the technical data 
 4    supports the use of residential sprinklers at a .05 
 5    density in all of these spaces that are considered 
 6    light hazard.  Our concern is that there are light 
 7    hazard spaces outside the dwelling unit with high 
 8    ceilings and large compartments that may not 
 9    adequately be protected by residential sprinklers. 
10           Meeting rooms and four-story atriums are 



11    examples of spaces that can be considered light hazard 
12    but might not adequately be protected by residential 
13    sprinklers at a .05 density. 
14           Fire tests have been performed with residential 
15    sprinkles in ceilings up to 26 feet in height with the 
16    residential sprinkles performing well, but the 
17    compartments in these fire tests were limited to 
18    600 square feet.  The compartmentation helps the 
19    residential sprinkler perform. 
20           While the spaces inside the dwelling units 
21    might be assumed to be fairly well-compartmented, the 
22    same cannot be said for spaces outside the dwelling 
23    unit.  There is no evidence that residential 
24    sprinklers at a .05 density can protect every 
25    conceivable space that would be considered light 
 1    hazard.  We urge you to vote in favor of our motion. 
 2           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you.  Let me 
 3    clarify for the audience here that the screen is 
 4    partially correct that you see on the displays here. 
 5    So that we have two items that are going here.  This 
 6    is rejecting an identifiable part of Comment 13R-16 
 7    and to accept Comment 13R-34.  So it's an "and" 
 8    statement we're looking to here. 
 9           Mr. Linder, comments on a position from the 
10    committee, please. 
11           COMMITTEE CHAIR LINDER:  I will defer to the TC 
12    Chair, Maurice Pilette. 
13           TC COMMITTEE CHAIR PILETTE:  In a committee 
14    discussion on this item here, it set conditions for 
15    the use of residential sprinklers outside the dwelling 
16    unit and voted in favor of going forward with that 
17    with a 27 to 3 vote. 
18           I would urge the membership to accept the 
19    consensus process that the committee went with 
20    conditions when using residential sprinklers outside 
21    the dwelling units.  It wasn't a clearcut.  You had to 
22    examine the conditions that they saw fit for the 
23    applications at hand. 
24           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you, gentlemen. 
25    With that, we can open up debate on the motion. 



1    Please provide your name, and affiliation, and whether 
 2    you are speaking in support or against the motion. 
 3    Microphone 7. 
 4           MR. SHAPIRO:  Jeff Shapiro, National 
 5    Multi-housing Council, a/k/a The Evil Empire, and I'm 
 6    speaking in support of the motion. 
 7           It is essential from the multi-family 
 8    industry's perspective that residential sprinklers in 
 9    multi-family occupancies work and work effectively. 
10           I think that the points that have been brought 
11    up by the National Fire Sprinkler Association with 
12    regard to the limitations on the use of residential 
13    sprinklers in some of these spaces bear further merit, 
14    and I do think it's reasonable for the committee to 
15    reconsider these issues before they go into the 
16    standard.  I urge you to support the motion on the 
17    floor. 
18           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you.  Is there 
19    any further discussion on Motion 13R-6 to reject an 
20    identifiable part of Comment 13R-16 and accept Comment 
21    13R-34?  Seeing none, Mr. Linder, final comments? 
22           COMMITTEE CHAIR LINDER:  Maurice, do you have 
23    any further comments? 
24           TC COMMITTEE CHAIR PILETTE:  No further 
25    comments.  I stand by the -- I urge you the membership 
1    to stand by the actions of the committee itself. 
 2           PRESIDING OFFICER MILKE:  Thank you, gentlemen. 
 3    Before we vote let me restate the motion.  The motion 
 4    on the floor is to reject an identifiable part of 
 5    Comment 13R-16 and accept Comment 13R-34. 
 6           Please record your vote, 1 in favor of the 
 7    motion, 2 opposed to the motion. 
 8           5 seconds. 
 9           Balloting is closed. 
10           Thank you.  The results of the vote are that 
11    the motion has passed. 
12           Is there any further discussion on NFPA 13R? 
13    Seeing none, we will move on to the next document. 
   


