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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Private Water Supply Piping Systems 
 
FROM: Joanne Goyette 
 
DATE: March 25, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 24 ROP TC FINAL Ballot Results (A2012) 
 
 
The Final Results of the NFPA 24 ROP Letter Ballot are as follows:  
 
30  Members Eligible to Vote  
  4  Not Returned (R. Bonds, B. Frakes, A. Laguna, and S. Twele) 
21  Affirmative on All 
  5 Negatives (T. Glumac, J. Lake, A. Oloman, P. Schwab, and J. Sheppard) (on one or more    

proposals as noted in the attached report) 
  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 proposals to pass is 18. 

30 eligible to vote - 4 not returned - 0 abstentions = 26 × 0.66 = 17.16) 
 
(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: 
[30 eligible ÷ 2 = 15 + 1 = (16)] 

        
 
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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24-4 5.1.3 (Log # 9 )

Negative

Glumac, T. Modifications to waterflow test data should remain required in the body of the standard in order to
ensure accurate data is used for design purposes.

Lake, J. These provisions need to remain in the body of the document as a requirement.  If it is moved to the
annex material it will not be used and is not enforceable. These very issues create detriments to the fire
protection systems. Just because NFPA 13 changes doesn't mean that it is correct or should be justification for
a change in NFPA 24.

24-5 5.2.2(e) (Log # 10 )

Negative

Glumac, T. Smaller mains are acceptable for Class II standpipes, but given the required flow for Class I and
III standpipes (typically a minimum 750 gpm) a minimum 6" main should be provided to reduce friction loss.

Sheppard, J. If you can totally prove water demand to the source, otherwise need a minimum pipe size stated.

24-11 5.9.2 (Log # 12 )

Negative

Sheppard, J. Overkill.  Let AHJ determine as needed.

24-13 5.9.4.2 (New) (Log # 31 )

Negative

Glumac, T. This valve should be accessible for inspection, testing and to reduce the likelihood of freezing and
subsequent impairments.

24-16 6.2.1 (Log # 36 )

Negative

Glumac, T. The use of listed indicating valves is very important for testing and visual inspection.  A tapping
sleeve is not sufficient.  If AHJs are misinterpreting the terms "listed indicating" to mean PIV, explanatory text
could be added to the annex instead of removing these terms.

24-20 6.6.1 (Log # 15 )

Negative

Schwab, P. Although it makes some sense to base it on the number of units, footage and distance should also
be addressed. The language in this section needs to be removed or modified because as currently written it is
unenforceable.

24-22 7.1.1.1.1 (New) (Log # 17 )

Negative

Olomon, A. Though inconvenient for locating in the field, the best location for an isolation valve for a hydrant
on a 300 foot dead end run of pipe would be close to the Tee-off from the main line as it would isolate for both
a broken hydrant and broken line without impairing the rest of the system.  With the valve 20 feet from the
hydrant the other 280 feet which serves nothing other than the hydrant potentially exposes the rest of the
system to failure.  The suggested verbiage of 7.1.1.1.2 does not address the above situation as the isolation
valve "can" be placed within 20 feet of the hydrant but "should" be placed 300 feet away.

24-27 10.1.4 (Log # CP8 )

1



Circulation Explanation Report for AUT-PRI   Proposals Friday, March 25, 2011
Document # 24

Negative

Schwab, P. While the AWWA standards may have removed pressure surge requirements from their standards,
this language will be very difficult for the user of NFPA 24 to reasonably comply with. Does this apply to
CPVC piping as well since it is non-metallic? How does the end user measure this? How long should it be
measured for? Guidance needs to be provided if this language is to remain.

24-32 10.6.3.1 and A.10.6.3.1 (New) (Log # 6 )

Negative

Sheppard, J. What does AWWA require?  Should be consistent or merely refer to AWWA for methods. To
run lead-ins below the foundation if especially deep due to soil conditions or required depth of bury, running
the lead-in through the wall directly above the foundation with a sleeve may be sufficient and less costly.

24-33 10.6.6 and A.10.6.6 (New) (Log # 7 )

Negative

Sheppard, J. See my Explanation of Negative on Proposal 24-32  (Log #6).

24-38 A.5.4 (Log # 20 )

Negative

Glumac, T. The committee should not change the guidance provided in the Annex simply because most
purveyors are requiring a double check valve assembly.  Backflow preventers are not fire protection devices. If
the committee feels that no backflow protection is necessary in the given situations, it is appropriate to state
that in the Annex.

Sheppard, J. What is the language in the ICC Plumbing Code?  Leave wording as is.

24-40 A.10.3.2 (New) (Log # 19 )

Negative

Schwab, P. As the committee statement indicates, fittings are listed for specific materials, not the intended use.
By rejecting this proposal the committee is stating that there is no need for grooved products to be evaluated
for direct burial.
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