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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Water Spray Fixed Systems 
 
FROM: Joanne Goyette 
 
DATE: December 14, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 15 ROC TC FINAL Ballot Results (A2011) 
 
 
The Final Results of the NFPA 15 ROC Letter Ballot are as follows:  
 
27  Members Eligible to Vote  
  4  Not Returned (T. Lee, R. Loyd, R. Mahlman, and S. Toren) 
18  Affirmative on All 
  5  Negatives (K. Bell, R. Nielsen, J. Streit, J. Sutton, and T. Victor) 
  0  Abstentions  
 
There are two criteria necessary to pass ballot [(1) affirmative 2/3 vote and (2) simple majority]. 
 
(1) The number of affirmative votes needed for the proposal/comment to pass is 16. 

27 eligible to vote - 4 not returned - 0 abstentions = 23 × 0.66 = 15.18) 
 
(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: 
          [27 eligible ÷ 2 = 13.5 = (14)] 
 
Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included unless the ballot from the 
principal member was not received. 
 
According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required affirmative votes 
to pass ballot. 
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15-1 3.3.16 (New) (Log # 3 )

Negative

Sutton, J. In the energetic materials industries, there is a clear difference recognized between high speed and ultra high speed
water spray systems with essentially the only difference being response time. These systems are already in place and being used
today. However, NFPA 15 currently fails to recognize the high speed system, but only the ultra high speed system. This has created a
situation where the high speed systems are not always installed in accordance with NFPA 15, and they should be. The argument was
made that the high speed system should not be used due to its slower speed. How fast the system needs to operate is dependent on a
number of variables, the characteristics of the material being a major criteria, and all materials and situations do not require an ultra
high speed system. Therefore, this standard should not ignore the high  peed systems.

15-2 3.3.17 Ultra High Speed Water Spray System (Log # 4 )

Negative

Sutton, J. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 15-1 (Log #3).

15-3 6.3.2 (Log # CC1 )

Negative

Nielsen, R. The material does not yet appear to be advanced to a state where it should be considered for incorporation in a
design standard.

Streit, J. I concur with the negative vote comments by Mr. Victor.  The technical bases for changing and
expanding the sizing criteria for water spray systems has not been considered or reviewed by either the
Technical Committee or the general public.  The proposed changes in the table are substantial, and warrant
return to the task group to fully substantiate and present to the full Technical Committee for review for the next
NFPA 15 revision cycle.  Of primary concern are the lack of supporting structural calculations for review.

Victor, T. I'm voting against the pipe stand changes and this committee comment for several reasons, any one of
which is reason alone to reject the comment:

1. This drastic change was done at the ROC stage, and the general public will not have an opportunity to comment on or
dispute the changes. Even though a task group was formed during the ROP to consider revising the table in this section,
the original proposed change was minor in scope, adding one size larger pipe stand, and allowing the pipe stands to
support larger sizes of system piping. The original proposal did not address confirming the existing sizes and heights of
pipe stands in the existing table.  In essence this is all new material which needs to be vetted through the public comment
stage of a change cycle.

2. The calculations for backup have been submitted to the NFPA, but no one was given the opportunity to have the
calculations verified or to have the assumptions challenged. One person performed the calculations and made the
assumptions that went into the calculations. No one on the task group or on the technical committee has seen the actual
calculations and therefore their correctness has not been verified.

3. The actual method of attaching to the pipe stands using brackets as shown in the existing figures was not considered
or included in the calculations. We've been told that the calculations are based on the horizontal pipes being attached
directly to the pipe stands themselves. In reality, most installations utilize the brackets shown in the annex figure
A.6.3.2.2.5(a). The calculations do not address this arrangement and are therefore incomplete

4. Other components such as the anchor bolts and the connections to the base were not verified by the calculations and
therefore again the calculations are incomplete. The submitter confirmed that the data was not available to perform these

calculations.
Because this is all new material, the calculations and assumptions they're based on have not been verified, and the two
attachment points are not included in the calculations, this committee comment cannot be accepted.

15-4 6.3.2 (Log # CC2 )

Negative
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Bell, K. While we support the concept of including requirements for short pipe stands (pipe saddles) in the
standard, we are voting negatively on 15-4 because the proposed Figure A.6.3.2.4 illustrates a pipe saddle that
has an adjustable feature that is shown to be less than 2 inches in diameter which is in conflict with the text in
the body of the standard which requires the supporting member to be at least 2 inches in diameter.  Also, the
allowance for the use of an adjustable pipe stand with a support member having a diameter less than 2 inches
intended for supporting pipe sizes up to 12 inches in diameter is inconsistent with recommendations provided
by some of the manufacturers of these devices.  Lastly, the location of this new text in the standard is not clear
in the ballot since the action on 5-3 also includes a new 6.3.2.4.  We understand the proposed text in 15-4 is to
be included prior to the new 6.3.2.4 described in 15-3.

Nielsen, R. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 15-3 (Log #CC1).

Streit, J. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 15-3 (Log #CC1).

Victor, T. This is all new material being added in section 6.3.2.4 and A.6.3.2.4 along with a new figure A.6.3.2.4. This
new material needs to be vetted through the public comment stage of a change cycle and therefore inappropriate for
introduction at this stage. Also, in the ballot package all of this new text is not underlined as it needs to be to indicate
new text.

15-7 Chapter 12 (Log # 2 )

Negative

Sutton, J. See my Explanation of Negative on Comment 15-1 (Log #3).
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