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PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  The next report 
 9    under consideration this afternoon is the technical 
10    committee on fire pumps.  Here to present the committee 
11    report is committee chair Gayle Pennel, Glenville, 
12    Illinois.  The committee report can be found in the blue 
13    2012 annual revision cycle ROP and ROC.  The Certified 
14    Amending Motions are contained in the motions committee 
15    report and behind me on the screen. 
16                We'll proceed in the order of the motion 
17    sequence number presented. 
18                Mr. Pennel. 
19                GAYLE PENNEL:  Mr. Chair, ladies and 
20    gentlemen.  Page one the report of the technical 
21    committee on fire pumps is presented for adoption and 
22    can be found in the report on proposals and the report 
23    on comments for the 2012 annual meeting revision cycle. 
24                The technical committee has published a 
25    report consisting of a partial revision NFPA 20, 
1    standard for the installation of stationery pumps for 
 2    fire protection. 
 3                The report was submitted to letter ballot to 
 4    the technical committee that consists of 30 voting 
 5    members.  The ballot results can be found on Pages 20-2 
 6    to 20-66 of the report on proposals and Pages 20-2 to 
 7    20-35 of the report on comments. 
 8                The presiding officer will now proceed with 



 9    the Certified Amending Motions. 
10                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you, Mr. 
11    Pennel. 
12                Let's now proceed with discussion on the 
13    Certified Amending Motions on NFPA 20. 
14                Microphone 9.  I'm sorry.  My eyesight is 
15    not that good. 
16                DAVID HAIG:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  My 
17    name is David Haig representing Liberty Mutual Insurance 
18    and I move 20-1. 
19                DANNY McDANIEL:  There's a motion on the 
20    floor to return a portion of the report in the form of 
21    20-46 and related comments 20-25 and 20-27.  I heard a 
22    second.  Please proceed with the discussion on the 
23    motion. 
24                DAVID HAIG:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
25                This issue went to the floor on the last 
1    revision cycle of NFPA 20 and has to do with vertical 
 2    staging of fire pumps and it was overturned on the floor 
 3    primarily by members of the stand pipe committee. 
 4                Presenting vertical staging of fire pumps in 
 5    the high-rise building unnecessarily complicates stand 
 6    pipe system design.  As a result the committee formed 
 7    the task group to deal with this issue and the task 
 8    group report of which I was a member. 
 9                Just prior to the ROC meeting would have 
10    permitted vertical staging of fire pumps given redundant 
11    pumping on the lower zone.  However, that provision was 
12    removed at the last minute just prior to the ROC 
13    meeting.  I thought we had achieved consensus on the 
14    issue, but now we're back to square one.  I did oppose 
15    it during the ROC. 
16                I'd like to read a short portion of the 
17    technical committee's position statement on this issue 
18    which was written actually dated on June 1st and it 
19    reads as follows. 
20                I quote:  There currently is no statistical 
21    data on either successful or unsuccessful operation of 
22    vertically staged or non-vertically staged fire pumps. 
23                So then I had need to ask what problem we're 



24    trying to fix if we don't know that there is a problem. 
25                I dove into my own database at Liberty 
1    Mutual involving impairments of systems.  That report 
 2    returned 10,683 reported impairments over a period of 
 3    several years.  Of those, 51 directly related to fire 
 4    pumps.  That's less than one half of one percent. 
 5                Half of those reported impairments were 
 6    considered by us to be major; in other words, the pump 
 7    would not provide water and pressure.  That's less than 
 8    one quarter of one percent.  That appears to me to be 
 9    exemplary performance. 
10                What I think needs to happen here -- 
11                PRESIDING OFFICER McDANIEL:  One minute. 
12                DAVID HAID:  Thank you.  What I think needs 
13    to happen here is we need a joint task force between 
14    pumps and stand pipes so both sides of the issue can be 
15    addressed and we can fix this for the next revision 
16    cycle.  I want to encourage the membership to support 
17    this motion.  Thank you. 
18                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
19                Mr. Pennel, would you to offer the 
20    committee's position? 
21                MR. PENNEL:  Yes.  The net effect of the 
22    NITMAN would be to allow, as David mentioned, vertical 
23    staging of fire pumps.  What that means is that you 
24    could put a fire pump on the lower level first floor say 
25    and another fire pump up on the 30th floor in series 
1    with that fire pump. 
 2                This from an operational testing viewpoint 
 3    is just very difficult to deal with.  And the statistics 
 4    on failures seem to indicate that the more complex the 
 5    system, the higher the probability of failure. 
 6                We did go through a very detailed discussion 
 7    of this.  We have looked at it from really all aspects. 
 8    And basically for vertical staging, there's a list of 
 9    what I would call three pros. 
10                One, it will eliminate high pressure express 
11    risers in stand pipe and sprinkler system design.  And 
12    this only occurs in buildings probably 30 floors and 
13    higher. 



14                The second advantage of this arrangement it 
15    reduces the discharge pressure downstream of the 
16    downstream fire pump.  The second pump in series to 
17    discharge pressure on that pump is lower. 
18                The third advantage, it reduces the square 
19    footage required for the fire pump on the lower floor, 
20    which sometimes the architect might prefer if given that 
21    option. 
22                On the opposite side of this, it does 
23    nothing to reduce the pressure requirements.  It just 
24    changed the portions of the system where the higher 
25    pressures come into play. 
1                With this method, you have to run your fire 
 2    department connection all the way up to the second pump. 
 3    That offsets some of the cost savings that you might get 
 4    with your express riser reduction. 
 5                You also complicate indicate pump testing. 
 6    You either need to run a test riser down to the floor, 
 7    which again is a high pressure situation, or you're 
 8    going to have to make arrangements discharge on the roof 
 9    if the stand pipe goes that high, in which case you 
10    better pre-coordinate it with the plumbing engineer, 
11    make sure that the drains are sized appropriately, which 
12    my add to the cost of the drains. 
13                You also have to run the electrical power up 
14    to the higher zone.  This is an increase in cost.  It 
15    makes no different from the analysis I have done, it 
16    does not make a difference where tanks are required for 
17    water supply systems. 
18                It definitely makes servicing of the fire 
19    pumps much more difficult.  You run into situations 
20    where if somebody comes in and they want to service the 
21    low zone fire pump and they are unaware or overlooked 
22    the higher zone fire pump and don't coordinate the two, 
23    you can end up with problems with the high zone running 
24    without the low zone even being available to supply it. 
25                And if you happen to have a fire during the 
1    time that you're servicing the fire pimp, and you've got 
 2    both of them done, now you've got the issue of getting 
 3    two pumps back in service on two floors that are 30 



 4    floors apart. 
 5                In summary, you're talking about a very 
 6    expensive building.  Starting at 30 floors going on up, 
 7    you're talking, I don't know, a hundred million or 
 8    higher.  You're talking about a very expensive fire 
 9    protection system. 
10                And the difference in cost, if there is any 
11    difference, it's kind of hard to tell which is actually 
12    different, but the cost differential is pretty minimal 
13    when you really look at it from the viewpoint of even 
14    the cost of the fire protection system or the building 
15    as a whole. 
16                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Mr. Pennel, could 
17    you wind up your presentation, please? 
18                COMMITTEE CHAIR FENNEL:  So in summary, what 
19    you're trying to avoid, what you're trying to install is 
20    the simple design as you can to make it so that it can 
21    be serviced and maintained.  Thank you. 
22                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you, Mr. 
23    Pennel. 
24                With that, we'll open up debate on the 
25    motion.  Please provide your name, affiliation and 
1    whether you're speaking in support of or against the 
 2    motion. 
 3                Microphone 5, please. 
 4                KEN ISMAN:  Thank you.  My name is Ken 
 5    Isman.  I'm with the National Fire Sprinkler 
 6    Association. 
 7                The concept of pumps -- 
 8                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Are you speaking 
 9    for or against the motion? 
10                KEN ISMAN:  I'm sorry.  I'm speaking for the 
11    motion. 
12                The concept of pumps and series was brought 
13    before you last cycle.  At that time the NFPA membership 
14    told the committee on fire pumps that they did not want 
15    to put all the pumps and series in the same pump room. 
16                The committee expressed a concern then and 
17    continues express a concern now about the concept of 
18    vertically staging fire pumps.  The issue is similar 



19    this time, but it's not the same. 
20                The committee has made progress in 
21    recognizing that there are some situations where pumps 
22    and series do not need to be in the same pump room.  I 
23    want to recognize that progress and thank the committee 
24    for that. 
25                But unfortunately, the committee did not go 
1    far enough.  And so we need to support this motion to 
 2    once again return to the language of the 2010 edition of 
 3    NFPA 20 which is sufficiently handled this design 
 4    decision for the life of NFPA 20. 
 5                One example of a situation we were believe 
 6    you should be allowed to vertically stage fire pumps and 
 7    series, but the committee wants to require them to be in 
 8    the same pump room is where redundant fire pumps are 
 9    installed in the building. 
10                We believe with redundant systems, 
11    vertically staged fire pumps offer a reasonable level of 
12    fire protection, but the committee rejected this 
13    concept. 
14                The committee put together a document 
15    regarding our motion which was circulated outside o this 
16    room and some people have seen it, although mount it was 
17    not distributed to everyone who is here now. 
18                For the part, if you've looked at that 
19    document we agree with it.  In fact, we help to write 
20    some of this.  The document lays out the pros and cons 
21    of vertically staging fire pumps. 
22                As you can see from the document, it is 
23    mostly a cost issue.  We understand that there are 
24    financial benefits to vertically staging pumps as well 
25    as additional costs.  And whether the pros outweigh the 
1    cons will be different in every situation. 
 2                We sure there are situations where the cost 
 3    of vertically staging pumps outweigh the benefits.  And 
 4    in those situations, we will not want to vertically 
 5    stage the pumps.  But in those few situations where the 
 6    benefits outweigh the costs, we would like the right to 
 7    continue to do so. 
 8                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  One minute, please. 



 9                KEN ISMAN:  Thank you.  To continue to do 
10    what NPFA 20 has always allowed us to do to vertically 
11    stage the pumps.  All we're asking is that designer be 
12    allowed to decide whether it makes sense to vertically 
13    stage the pumps and not to have NFPA 20 outlaw technique 
14    that's been successfully used for years in fire 
15    protection.  We ask you to vote in favor of our notion. 
16                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
17                Microphone 9? 
18                STEVE LATHAM:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  My 
19    name is Steve Latham, principal member of the NFPA 14 
20    technical committee speaking for the myself as a member 
21    of the committee and also for the American Fire 
22    Sprinkler Association.  In the position -- 
23                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Are you speaking in 
24    favor or against? 
25                STEVE LATHAM:  I'm speaking in favor of the 
1    motion. 
 2                Several points about existing widely 
 3    accepted practice.  And to Mr. Isman's comment about 
 4    maintaining the option of the designer. 
 5                There are situations where there's tangible 
 6    benefits to vertically staging the pumps and there may 
 7    be unintended consequence of the committee's action that 
 8    they did not consider. 
 9                That if pumps in tall buildings so-called 
10    very high and super high-rise buildings are restricted 
11    to being kept in the same room, that room is at a much 
12    lower base level of the building, extremely high 
13    pressure express will be utilized to push water to the 
14    upper floors and the zones created by the use of 
15    pressure reducing valves as allowed and prescribed in 
16    NFPA 14 or that point of connection valve such as 
17    pressure reducing hose values and sprinkler control 
18    valves to manage pressure at the lower floors to very 
19    high pressure. 
20                And that the ownership of the first clause 
21    on the ownership of the maintenance of those valves will 
22    in fact being much more expensive over the life of the 
23    building than the ownership and the maintenance thereof 



24    if inspections maintenance is undertaken under NFPA 25. 
25    Then with any additional cost or savings we can measure 
1    at the time the building is built. 
 2                As the chairman of the 20 committee did 
 3    state, we're dealing with a generally expensive 
 4    building.  Whether that number is 30 or 40 or 
 5    $50 million, these costs are not necessarily 
 6    consequential and I don't think should be measured in 
 7    the consideration good fire protection. 
 8                But the chain of events in all the systems 
 9    is only as strong as its weakest link as we know from 
10    NPFA data sprinkler failure is oftentimes related to 
11    inadequate or failed inspections. 
12                Personally I would like to see stand pipe 
13    systems allowed to be designed in that chain of event. 
14    I also do not agree with the chairman statement 
15    vertically staged stand pipes are difficult to deal with 
16    schematically.  There's no difference in the 
17    functionality between a pump that's been removed -- 
18                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  30 seconds, sir. 
19                STEVE LATHAM:  -- vertically removed from 
20    the one staged below it.  I believe that it is depend on 
21    good maintenance and the functional of the pump at the 
22    first stage to drive the second one.  They have the 
23    power within the sequence that is mandated with NFPA 20. 
24                I would ask that this motion be supported 
25    and urge task group be created between 14 and 20 and I 
1    do volunteer my time and energies to that effort in the 
 2    future. 
 3                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
 4                Microphone 7? 
 5                JEFF SHAPIRO:  Jeff Shapiro.  I'm speaking 
 6    on my own behalf primarily because I think more people 
 7    need to speak to this than just to.  I'll speak in favor 
 8    of the motion. 
 9                I was a member of the 14 commitment for 20 
10    plus years and authored the NFPA handbook chapter on 
11    stand pipes some three editions.  I'm pretty familiar 
12    with the subject matter. 
13                What the standard has allowed in series fire 



14    pumps for many, many years has not been shown to be 
15    inadequate.  What I looked for in the committee reason 
16    statement and in listening to the committee chair's 
17    statement was a compelling reason for NFPA 20 to 
18    disallow this practice.  I haven't read it.  I didn't 
19    hear it. 
20                If it's difficult to deal with from a design 
21    perspective, that's dealt with by the designer.  If it's 
22    difficult to deal with from a maintenance perspective, 
23    that's dealt with by the owner. 
24                It's not role of NFPA 20 to determine that 
25    something is difficult, therefore, we shouldn't allow 
1    it.  It's been allowed.  It's commonly been used.  There 
 2    are severe disadvantages to disallowing the use of these 
 3    series pumps in all cases. 
 4                And I think it's improper as was stated by 
 5    to this membership last year that the 20 committee to 
 6    impose this restriction. 
 7                The offer to do something between and 20 
 8    jointly is a good one.  If you accept this motion, it 
 9    will send this back to the committee and hopefully 
10    initiate a joint action and I urge your approval of the 
11    motion. 
12                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
13                Is there any further discussion at the 
14    microphones? 
15                Microphone 7? 
16                CECIL BILBO:  Thank you.  Cecil Bilbo with 
17    the sprinkler system technology program at Hartman 
18    College.  I rise in favor of the motion.  I am the fifth 
19    of six people to speak in favor of this motion. 
20                The NFPA membership is second a clear signal 
21    to the NFPA 20 committee.  I am also a principal member 
22    of NFPA 14 which has also sent a message to the NFPA 20 
23    committee that we seek approval of vertical staging of 
24    fire pumps. 
25                This is somewhat different, but very similar 
1    to the horizontal staging the water supply that we 
 2    currently have across the United States and in other 
 3    parts of the world and I would absolutely endorse this 



 4    one. 
 5                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
 6                Any further discussions at the microphone? 
 7                KENNETH ISMAN:  Before that you close? 
 8                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Is there any 
 9    further discussion to return a portion of the report in 
10    the form of proposal of 20-46 and related comments 20-25 
11    and 20-27? 
12                Mr. Chair. 
13                KENNETH ISMAN:  Couple of points.  First, 
14    the discussion on the valves.  There's no difference 
15    whether you horizontally stage or whether you stage the 
16    pumps from the same room or vertically stage them as far 
17    as the requirements for the valving. 
18                Either you have pipe pressure express 
19    risers.  You don't get into the valves until you get 
20    into the zones.  The pressure is the same on testing 
21    those zones. 
22                There is a potential in 14, they do allow a 
23    pressure reducing valve to supply a hole stand pipe zone 
24    which is a whole different issue. 
25                And as far as complexity, it's much easier 
1    to deal with two pumps that are running together when 
 2    they were together.  I talked about the complexity of 
 3    it.  It's not a situation of having to deal with two 
 4    pumps in two different rooms that have to run together. 
 5    That is tough to do. 
 6                It's easy to design.  It's easy to make work 
 7    under normal circumstances.  Testing is more difficult. 
 8    It is the responsibility of this standard or this NFPA 
 9    to try to ensure the best reliability we can get.  Keep 
10    it simple.  That's where you get your reliability. 
11    Thank you. 
12                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you, Mr. 
13    Chair. 
14                Before that we vote, let me restate the 
15    motion. 
16                The motion on the floor is to return a 
17    portion of the report in the form of proposal 20-46 -- 
18    oh, I'm sorry.  You're going to have to have somebody 



19    with a lighter back there to show you there. 
20                Microphone 9. 
21                STEVEN LATHAM:  Steven Latham, principal 
22    member of the NFPA 14 committee speaking for myself for 
23    committee and for the American Fire Sprinkler 
24    Association in favor of the notion. 
25                In response to the chairman's most recent 
1    comments, I do want to quote from the NFPA 20 position 
 2    statement on fire pumps operating series on a high-rise 
 3    application dated June 1, 2012. 
 4                Excerpted quotation.  The system design 
 5    should be as simple as possible so the operation can be 
 6    understood and maintained.  In an emergency there's 
 7    little time to make adjustment or correct a malfunction 
 8    thinking or to switch from a primary to a backup pump. 
 9                I agree.  And that is why I favor allowing 
10    vertical staging of pumps.  I'm not sure I clearly 
11    understood the chairman's comments about complexity. 
12                In fact, I have designed dozen of high-rise 
13    buildings that utilize multiple zones where there is 
14    vertical separation.  It's a standard practice in the 
15    markets where I've done my work over the course of my 
16    career. 
17                And it does allow us to provide pressure 
18    across a wide range from 100 to 173 psi without using a 
19    single pressure regulator.  And that I think is a more 
20    simple design. 
21                I believe that it simplifies the inspection, 
22    testing and maintenance protocol.  I think it increases 
23    reliability. 
24                I believe that when we talk about cost and 
25    complexity, when we -- this proposal, which would have 
1    vertically staged pumps required to be furnished with 
 2    their own water supply if they're used, we're adding 
 3    complexity and we're adding weaker links in that chain 
 4    of reliability and dependability. 
 5                Mr. Pennel also spoke to contractors who 
 6    might not understand there is vertically staged pump in 
 7    high-rise building when they do inspection, testing or 
 8    maintenance. 



 9                And I would say the standard of care needs 
10    to be raised about that contractor or the licensing for 
11    that contractor in the markets they serve.  Any 
12    contractor or service provider who would go into a 
13    building and not understand the arrangement of the water 
14    supply in a high-rise building isn't qualified to be 
15    there.  And I would hope that's not a qualifying or 
16    disqualifying criteria in this discussion. 
17                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  One minute, sir. 
18                STEVE LATHAM:  Again, I just want to 
19    reiterate that it is in the same spirit as apparently 
20    the committee itself is trying to substantiate their 
21    action that I ask you to vote in favor of the motion for 
22    the most reliable and simple and cost beneficial 
23    arrangements which will be at the designer's option. 
24    Thank you. 
25                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
1                Microphone 8. 
 2                JEFF SHAPIRO:  Jeff Shapiro again.  I have 
 3    client interest in this.  I'm speaking on my own behalf 
 4    in favor of the motion. 
 5                I do want to remind the membership here all 
 6    you're being asked to do is put this back to the 
 7    committee to work with the 14 committee to come up with 
 8    a solution. 
 9                Nobody is asking you to make a technical 
10    judgment on in here today.  You're simply being asked to 
11    send it back.  If you read the technical basis in the 
12    committee statement and if you read the technical basis 
13    in the negative ballots, you will see there is some 
14    significant differences of opinion that need to be 
15    worked out.  They have not been worked out in the 
16    documents. 
17                So this motion sends it back so that it will 
18    be worked out.  You're not being asked to make a 
19    technical decision here or second guess anybody.  There 
20    has been no substantiation that I've heard to make this 
21    document change as has been proposed by the committee 
22    and the motion on the floor is a good motion that you 
23    should support. 



24                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
25    Anything else? 
                                                              
 1                Mr. Chair, any final words? 
 2                COMMITTEE CHAIR PENNEL:  No, that's fine. 
 3                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  All right.  Before 
 4    we vote, let me restate the motion.  The motion on the 
 5    floor is return the portion of the report in the form of 
 6    proposal 20-46 and related comments 20-25 and 20-27. 
 7                Please record your vote.  One in favor of 
 8    the motion accept or two opposed to the motion reject. 
 9                Five seconds.  Balloting is closed.  Motion 
10    passes. 
11                Let's now proceed with a discussion on 
12    Certified Amending Motion 20-2. 
13                Mr. Rincon?  This motion appeared on our 
14    agenda.  However, the person who is assigned to make the 
15    amending motion is not present.  Therefore, in 
16    accordance with NFPA rules, convention rules 2.7, the 
17    motion may not be considered by this assembly as a 
18    certified amending motion and is removed from the 
19    agenda. 
20                We'll now move on the next motion.  We'll 
21    now proceed with the discussion on Certified Amending 
22    Motion 20-3. 
23                Microphone 5, please. 
24                KENNETH ISMAN:  Thank you.  My name is Ken 
25    Isman.  I'm with the National Fire Sprinkler Association 
1    and I move to return proposal 20-181 and its related 
 2    comments 20-90 to the committee. 
 3                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Is there a second? 
 4    Second. 
 5                Please proceed. 
 6                KENNETH ISMAN:  Thank you.  During the ROC 
 7    stage of developing NFPA 20 the committee inserted a 
 8    requirement for all new diesel fuel tanks to have listed 
 9    fuel maintenance systems.  No data was presented to the 
10    committee to justify this requirement.  No lost history 
11    has been provided to show there's a problem. 
12                More importantly, there is insufficient 



13    evidence that this is the only solution to the perceived 
14    problem of fuel quality going down. 
15                A few days ago during a conference call, the 
16    manufacturers of these fuel maintenance system presented 
17    their opinions that the quality of diesel fuel is going 
18    down worldwide. 
19                We're not in a position to debate that 
20    subject because nobody's presented us with any facts we 
21    can check or any analysis of this situation.  I guess we 
22    just have to take their word for that. 
23                But during the conference call they admitted 
24    that there are other ways that the problem can be solved 
25    besides their listed fuel maintenance systems.  They 
1    admitted that their fuel maintenance systems are not the 
 2    only way to deal with a poor diesel quality fuel 
 3    situation. 
 4                Yet the NFPA 20 has -- I'm sorry -- NFPA 20 
 5    has been written to require the use of their fuel 
 6    maintenance systems and we're not now allowed to 
 7    consider other options. 
 8                All we were asking for here is the language 
 9    of NFPA 20 be returned to the 2010 edition and that the 
10    committee study this issue for the next edition with a 
11    more thoughtful approach and perhaps even some science 
12    and data starting with the public input stage of the 
13    process rather than having one solution forced on us at 
14    the ROC stage. 
15                We ask you to vote in favor our motion. 
16                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
17                Mr. Pennel, would you like to offer the 
18    committee's position? 
19                COMMITTEE CHAIR PENNEL:  This was discussed 
20    in pretty good detail.  We had a field expert in that 
21    kind of went over the situation of what is changing in 
22    the world. 
23                There is not a lot of the reported failures 
24    at this point.  There's been a few that I've heard 
25    about, but certainly at this point that would not be the 
1    basis for this kind a change. 
 2                What is changing is that the way fuels are 



 3    made.  And the sulfur content is being lowered in diesel 
 4    fuel and bio fuel is being introduced.  You're currently 
 5    allowed I believe five percent bio fuel without even 
 6    distinguishing that any bio fuel has been added to the 
 7    diesel fuel. 
 8                This is a big change in the industry.  This 
 9    bio fuel works well when it's put in diesels and used 
10    quickly, which is not the situation in stationery fire 
11    pumps. 
12                This is an issue that is coming.  We either 
13    address it now or we wait until we start seeing problems 
14    and failures. 
15                So the position that the committee took on 
16    this was let's address it now and try to avoid what we 
17    know is coming.  Thank you. 
18                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you, 
19    Mr. Pennel. 
20                We'll now open up debate on the motion. 
21    Please provide your name, affiliation and whether you're 
22    speaking in support or against the motion. 
23                Microphone 5, please. 
24                DAVE DESHONAY:  My name is Dave Deshonay. 
25    I'm speaking on behalf of the health care section 
1    support of the motion. 
 2                Yesterday at the health care section 
 3    business meeting, the health care membership voted to 
 4    support this motion.  There has been no technical 
 5    justification or no data to support the need for this 
 6    additional requirement. 
 7                Health care as we all know is living in 
 8    patrolled financial uncertainty.  An additional 
 9    unjustified cost to our industry is something we just 
10    cannot support. 
11                The reality is there's nothing to support 
12    the need for this.  The thought of doing it so that it 
13    doesn't become a problem is a wonderful thought; 
14    however, the reality there's no justification to do it 
15    now.  Let's get the data to support the need, then we 
16    can look at it at that point.  Thank you. 
17                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 



18                Anyone else?  Microphone 4. 
19                RICHARD WOOD:  Yes, Richard Wood 
20    representing myself speaking against the motion. 
21                I do want to point out to the assembly that 
22    in a session today on NFPA 110 the very same issue was 
23    occurring in that standard.  So this is more of a broad 
24    based perspective than just dealing in fire pumps. 
25                There is a fuel degradation issue that is of 
1    concern.  It is being looked at and certainly bio diesel 
 2    does add to degradation.  Days to ignore it is 
 3    irresponsible to make sure these systems are reliable. 
 4                So I'd ask you to not support this motion. 
 5                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
 6                Microphone 8. 
 7                JOHN WHITNEY:  John Whitney.  Clark 
 8    Firefighter protection.  I speak against this motion. 
 9                I am the original submitter of the proposal 
10    to which the resulted in the final language coming out 
11    of the ROC.  I represent Clark.  Clark has no commercial 
12    interest in this proposal I submitted.  Our interest is 
13    strictly in the product that we produce and that is 
14    listed diesels for driving an our fire pump.  Our 
15    interest is it ensure these diesels are reliable and is 
16    have the proper quality fuel to provide the fire 
17    protection. 
18                NFPA 20 by default is a worldwide standard. 
19    We see multinational companies taking the standard 
20    around the world building buildings.  We see countries 
21    around the world adopting these standards. 
22                Around the world bio diesel fuel is made in 
23    a lot of different recipes.  There's soy bean methol 
24    ester here in North America.  There's grape seed methol 
25    ester throughout Europe.  There is palm methol ester in 
1    Asian.  There's sugar cane bio in South America. 
 2                All of these bios are different.  They are 
 3    different characteristics and yet our product is 
 4    expected to run on them. 
 5                The fact is these engines will run on all 
 6    these fuels.  The problem is the storage of the fuels is 
 7    a big problem. 



 8                We need to accept the fact bio is here.  We 
 9    do not have an opportunity to avoid it.  To return 20 
10    back to its 2010 language would be an extremely 
11    disservice to our clients and our customers and our 
12    people using the product because 2010 rev of 20 said do 
13    not use bio, which I'm not recommending. 
14                The fact of the matter is our customers 
15    buying fueling does not have an opportunity. 
16                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  One minute, please. 
17                JOHN WHITNEY:  They do not have an 
18    opportunity to provide pure petroleum fuel any longer. 
19                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
20                Microphone 5. 
21                SKIP GREGORY:  My name is Skip Gregory 
22    speaking in favorite motion. 
23                Yes, the diesel fuel is suspect in many 
24    cases.  In 2002 PA10 added a section for annual fuel 
25    testing and in the next edition of NFPA 110. 
1                The annex material suggests strongly that 
 2    the testing be done in accordance with AST 975, which is 
 3    a continuance of AST tests for fuel testing. 
 4                So when you have these problems and no one 
 5    is saying you're not going to have problems storage in 
 6    diesel fuel, another way to go about testing that or 
 7    being sure that your fuel has a complete quality is to 
 8    go to the appropriate ASTM standards and have that fuel 
 9    tested and cleaned if necessary. 
10                That's another option and shouldn't just 
11    latch on to one particular way to do something with 
12    sometimes a very expensive method when there are many 
13    other methods recognized.  Thank you. 
14                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
15                Microphone 8. 
16                HOWARD CHESNOW:  Yes.  My name is Howard 
17    Chesnow.  I'm with Fuel Quality Services, Inc. I'm 
18    speaking for myself.  However, I am a voting member of 
19    ASTM 975. 
20                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Excuse me, sir. 
21    Are you speaking for or against the motion. 
22                HOWARD CHESNOW:  I'm speaking against the 



23    motion. 
24                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
25                HOWARD CHESNOW:  Basically ASTM 975 is 
1    written to deal with diesel fuel as well as other fuels. 
 2    And we've been dealing with this issue now for a bunch 
 3    of years. 
 4                But the changes recently in the last four, 
 5    five years have been greater than the changes 20 years 
 6    prior to this.  And the industry itself continues to 
 7    morph. 
 8                The problem is it's not so much what we 
 9    know, it's what we don't know.  And you have to 
10    understand that diesel fuel is produced by the majors to 
11    be consumed within 90 days.  You guys do not deal with 
12    that industry. 
13                You're in a long term storage situation and 
14    quite frankly all the testing that's been done has not 
15    really dealt with all of the new fuels that are being 
16    introduced. 
17                And we're not talking about just the United 
18    States.  This is a worldwide situation.  And there have 
19    been issues that have arisen across the world. 
20                So what we're dealing with right now is a 
21    preventative maintenance system that's designed to 
22    basically level the field somewhat to areas all over the 
23    place that don't have access to the so-called 
24    alternative methods. 
25                And you have to understand that this removes 
1    a tremendous responsibility and the need for basically 
 2    the mistakes of human error. 
 3                I know this has been a real long day so I'll 
 4    just leave you guys with a couple quick thoughts. 
 5    Preventative maintenance does not mean fixing it after 
 6    it breaks.  And denial not a river in Egypt. 
 7                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
 8                Microphone 1. 
 9                UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (Inaudible.)  I'm 
10    speaking in favor of the motion.  I work with Kinder 
11    Morgan, but I'm speaking for myself. 
12                We have talked a lot about sludge in fuels 



13    which don't grow in fuels, they grow in water interface. 
14    Part of a responsible fuel management program is remove 
15    that water.  Part of testing and maintaining your 
16    diesels is to run them.  We have talked about bad 
17    maintenance and inspection in diesels which is often not 
18    running them. 
19                So we're trying to fix the wrong problem. 
20    Run the diesels, burn the diesel, keep it fresh and keep 
21    it moving.  Adding another do-dad on to the system is 
22    one more thing to complicate it. 
23                Just two proposals ago we spoke about 
24    keeping things simple because it was the best thing. 
25    And now we're talking about adding complexity, 
1    recirculation systems, some other kind of detergent to 
 2    clean up the fuel instead of saying stick to the 
 3    standard, do what's already approved and been done for 
 4    years and years, burn the diesel, test your motor and 
 5    keep it fresh.  Thank you. 
 6                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
 7                Microphone 4, please. 
 8                CHARLES MARK:  Charles Mark speaking for 
 9    myself against the motion. 
10                In looking at exactly what's written in the 
11    standard, this doesn't require the fuel maintenance 
12    system.  It says where environmental fuel quality 
13    conditions result in degradation of the fuel. 
14                If you can manage your fuel by burning it, 
15    by testing it, by doing some other methods, this is not 
16    required.  And those other methods are generally 
17    required anyway. 
18                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
19                Microphone 8. 
20                JOHN BLIGHTWIT:  My name is John Blighwit. 
21    I'm from Scotland.  I'd like to tell you my perspective. 
22                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Excuse me, sir. 
23    Can you say whether you're for or against the motion? 
24                JOHN BLIGHTWIT:  I'm against the motion. 
25                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you, sir. 
1                JOHN BLIGHTWIT:  I'm going to talk slow 
 2    because I've been told you might have slight difficulty 



 3    understanding me.  Maybe I should have had a translator. 
 4                Anyway, here it goes.  NFPA 20 is seen as 
 5    the world good practice in our industry globally.  I'm 
 6    going to emphasize globally.  Fuel supply has become 
 7    very complicated.  There are many factors which have 
 8    previously been mentioned which degrade fuel.  So I'm 
 9    not going to go through them again. 
10                There's debate taking place in the UK which 
11    I've been fortunate to be a part of.  I've attended the 
12    houses of parliament.  I've also attended meetings 
13    across Europe. 
14                Fuel degradation with bio fuel is a hot 
15    topic.  We are concerned that even if you offered 
16    100 percent petroleum based fuel, you will still get bio 
17    fuel through the system, i.e., the fuel supply system. 
18                Seven percent up to ten percent is available 
19    in Europe.  In Oklahoma at a filling station you can 
20    15 percent supplied at the pump.  And in Arizona it can 
21    be 20 percent supplied at the pump. 
22                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  One minute, sir. 
23                JOHN BLIGHTWIT:  That's five percent theory. 
24    That's not a problem out there is wrong.  NFPA 20, from 
25    my facility in Europe, as seen as again I emphasize the 
1    world, we supply more NFPA 20 product worldwide than we 
 2    have ever done. 
 3                As a result, NFPA 20 has to address this. 
 4    Preventative maintenance has to be the key here.  Are we 
 5    going to wait to till there's a disaster and then 
 6    address it?  Thanks very much. 
 7                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
 8                Microphone 8. 
 9                HOWARD CHESNOW:  Howard Chesnow with Fuel 
10    Quality Services again voting against the motion. 
11                Since he brought up 975, I just wanted to 
12    read a quote out of 975 in the appendix. 
13                Fuels from various sources can interact to 
14    give stability properties worse than expected based on 
15    characteristics of each individual fuel. 
16                In 1951, I have a fuel bulletin by Detroit 
17    Diesel that said exactly the same thing that's 60 some 



18    odd years ago. 
19                So just understand we're adding variability 
20    to these fuels now based on the political and the 
21    environmental considerations and the testing is 
22    incomplete as to the exact, you know, ramifications of 
23    the additions of these different fuels. 
24                And it's not just bio fuel.  We're talking 
25    bio fuels, et cetera.  And this is worldwide.  The jury 
1    is still out.  All that's being suggested here is that 
 2    you level the playing field a little bit and take some 
 3    of the responsibility away from people that really don't 
 4    know and don't have access to some of these other 
 5    variable methods.  Thank you. 
 6                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
 7                Microphone 8. 
 8                JOHN WHITNEY:  John Whitney from Clark 
 9    speaking against the motion. 
10                I heard the comment here that why impose the 
11    cost of this equipment on these owners.  The fact of the 
12    matter is it the options that is thrown around here as 
13    being viable will cost that owner three to $500 every 
14    time he has to come in and filter that tank. 
15                And at that point when he leaves, that tank 
16    starts to degrade and it will not be clean again until 
17    the day he comes back and cleans it the next time.  So 
18    if we want the tank to be clean every day, we need a 
19    system that is there working every day. 
20                Knowing the changes that have happened to 
21    date and the future changes that are coming and the 
22    instability of the fuel that goes along with this, we 
23    will be remiss if we do not do something to protect our 
24    client.  We are the experts.  We're supposed to tell 
25    them how to build a good system that that's reliable. 
1                To ensure quality to every fire pump, every 
 2    day with a built-in system that prevents losses.  We 
 3    would not build a system and put batteries in there that 
 4    does not have a charger to maintain it.  Depending upon 
 5    an outside source to come once a week to charge those 
 6    batteries.  Why would we depend on outside source to 
 7    come and make sure the fuel is maintained in a quality 



 8    manner? 
 9                I urge this group to vote along with the 
10    actions and the work that was done by the technical 
11    committee to vote against this motion and rely upon the 
12    work out of the ROC.  Thank you. 
13                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
14                Microphone 5. 
15                DAVE DESHUNAY:  Dave Deshunay speaking on 
16    behalf of myself.  You've heard a lot of conversation -- 
17                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Excuse me.  For or 
18    against? 
19                DAVE DESHUNAY:  In favor of the motion. 
20                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Thank you. 
21                DAVE DESHUNAY:  We have heard a lot of 
22    conversations about things that could happen, things 
23    that might happen, yet we have seen no technical data to 
24    support any of these issues even exist. 
25                The whole premise of NFPA process is based 
1    on technical substantiation.  Find out if there's a 
 2    problem, find the fix for it and fix it. 
 3                The reality is we're trying to fix something 
 4    that quite frankly we don't even know exists at this 
 5    point.  The key here is there's no and was no technical 
 6    data or anything supported the admit to justify this 
 7    requirement.  I urge you to vote in favor of the motion. 
 8                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  Microphone 2. 
 9                MARCELO HIRSCHLER:  Marcelo Hirschler, GBH 
10    International.  I call the question. 
11                PRESIDING OFFICER OWEN:  The question has 
12    been called.  Is there a second?  There is a second. 
13    Debate will cease and we'll now vote on the motion to 
14    call the question. 
15                Please record your vote, one in favor of the 
16    motion, accept or call the question, or two oppose to 
17    the motion reject. 
18                Five seconds.  Motion passes. 
19                We'll immediately go to the main motion. 
20    Before we vote, let me restate the motion.  The motion 
21    on the floor is return a portion of a report in the form 
22    of proposal 20-181 and related Comment 20-90. 



23                Again, record your vote, one in favor of the 
24    motion or two opposed to the motion reject. 
25                Five seconds.  Motion passes. 
1                Is there any further discussion on NFPA 20? 
 2    Seeing none, we'll move on to the next document.  Thank 
 3    you, Mr. Pennel. 


