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M E M O R A N D U M 
 

 

TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Water Spray Fixed Systems 

 

FROM: Jeanne Moreau-Correia  

 

DATE: February 23, 2010 

 

SUBJECT: NFPA 15 A11 ROP Letter Ballot Circulation 

 

The February 22, 2010 date for receipt of the NFPA 15 ROP letter ballot has passed. 

 

The preliminary ROP ballot results are as follows: 

 

27 Members Eligible to Vote 

  3 Ballots Not Returned (T. Lee, D. Moore Jr., and L. Owen) 

 

20 Affirmative on All 

  3 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report  

  1 Abstentions on one or more proposals as noted in report  

  

Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included unless the ballot 

from the principal member was not received. 

  

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.   

 

If you wish to change your vote, the change must be received at NFPA on or before 

Tuesday, March 2, 2010.  Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now. Such 

changes should be sent to Jeanne Moreau-Correia via either e-mail to 

jmoreaucorreia@nfpa.org  or via fax to 617-984-7110.   

 

The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 

 

ATTACHMENT:  Circulation Explanation Report  

mailto:jmoreaucorreia@nfpa.org


Circulation Explanation Report for WAS-AAA   Proposals Tuesday, February 23, 2010
Document # 15

15-6 3.3.16 (New) (Log # 11 )

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 speed systems.

15-7 3.3.17 Ultra High Speed Water Spray System (Log # 10 )

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 speed systems.

15-10 5.5.3 (Log # CP6 )

Abstain

Laverick, G. This item is controversial and was the source for NITMAM's that were debated on the floor of the 2009 NFPA
Meeting.

A Task Group that was assigned by the NFPA 13 Installation Chair to address this complex issue. The Task Group Chair has been
requested to call a meeting to begin to address the technical issues, but at this time the Group has not met.  The action of the Task
Group may lead to further revision of this section in NFPA 13. Based on this, it is premature for this revision to be included into
NFPA 15 until this issue is addressed during the next revision cycle for NFPA 13.  In addition, the NFPA 15 Committee should not
adopt the revision without sufficient technical justification, which has not been provided.

15-14 6.4.2.6 (Log # 9 )

Negative

Cera, P. There may be cases where below 3.5 feet is acceptable; such as an operator's console / control room "desktop" or
"station" where the respondent is seated not standing.

15-16 7.5 (Log # CP5 )

Affirmative with Comment

Cera, P. Also, 7.5.1 (9) should include "and the strategies and capabilities of the Emergency Response Team and/or Mutual Aid
responders."
And, 7.5.1 (10) should include the volume of the flammable liquid / hazardous material
Should the new/improved 7.5.1 replace or be considered for replacement of 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 - should the Fire Risk Analysis be applied
in any of the 4.1 Design Objectives?
Item 4.1 (4) would need to be renamed to "Flammable Vapor Mitigation" (Reference Log #3)

15-17 8.5.3.5 (Log # 7 )

Negative

Cera, P. not needed

15-18 10.1 (Log # 6 )

Negative
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Hague, D. While I agree that dry pipe systems are not normally used for water spray applications, the standard is silent on their
use except for the proposed language in CP7 which simply states that the standard provides no specific guidance on the use of dry
pipe or pre-action systems.  If it is the committees intent to permit the use of dry pipe systems, then an acceptance test should be
required and the test results should be documented on the proposed "Contractors Material and Test Certificate for Water Spray
Systems".

Affirmative with Comment

Streit, J. I concur with the proposed addition of a Contractor's Material and Test Certificate for water spray systems within the
Standard.  A review of model form from NFPA 13 suggests the attached items should be included in the final Contractor's Material
and Test Certificate for NFPA 15 as shown below.

****Include 15_L6_Streit BE.doc Here****

15-19 Chapter 12 (Log # 12 )

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 speed systems.
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