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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: Elena Carroll, Administrator, Technical Projects 
 
DATE: October 13, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 24 ROC TC Letter Ballot (A2012) 

 ______________________________________________________________________  
 
The ROC letter ballot for NFPA 24 is attached.  The ballot is for formally voting on 
whether or not you concur with the committee’s actions on the comments.  Reasons must 
accompany all negative and abstention ballots. 
 
Please do not vote negatively because of editorial errors.  However, please bring 
such errors to my attention for action. 
 
Please complete and return your ballot as soon as possible but no later than Thursday, 
October 27, 2011.  As noted on the ballot form, please return the ballot to Elena Carroll 
either via e-mail to ecarroll@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-7110.  You may also mail 
your ballot to the attention of Elena Carroll at NFPA, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 
02169. 
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.   
 
Attachments: 

Comments 
  Letter Ballot 



Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 24
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-1     Log #3  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Kevin Kelly, Pine Bush, NY

24-4
Revise text to read as follows:

Do not take the action in Proposal 24-4.  Instead, revise section 5.1.3 and insert an annex note as follows:
5.1.3* Where the volume and pressure available from a water supply are determined through a waterflow test, an

adjustment shall be made to the test data to account for daily and seasonal fluctuations.
A.5.1.3 Flow tests that are run during the middle of a business day often do not account for peak water demands at

other times of the day or water use during other times of year.  Under ideal circumstances, NFPA 24 would have a
specific value to apply to all situations, but that is not practical given the wide variations of water supplies in use and the
variations of when waterflow tests are conducted.  Waterflow tests conducted close to peak water usage times would
need less of an adjustment than waterflow tests conducted during low water usage times.  Consultation with the water
authority may be necessary to determine an appropriate adjustment factor.  Use of 24 hour gages at a hydrant can be
helpful in determining day to day fluctuations.  In addition, the user should also consider other water usage factors such
as simultaneous industrial use, the potential for future demand on the system in the area of the test (depending on how
well developed the area already is) and other conditions that would affect the water supply.

While some of the material currently in section 5.1.3 is more appropriate in the annex, the basic
concept of requiring some adjustment to the data is still needed in the body of the standard.  It is completely
irresponsible to conduct a waterflow test at a hydrant at a time of very low water demand and believe that you are going
to have all of that flow and pressure available when a fire occurs a few hours later during a regular and known peak
demand time.

As proposed, the rule would only apply in those situations where the waterflow test is being performed and would not
apply to the development of water supply data from other sources.

The concept of evaluating the water supply for possible interruptions from flood or ice conditions has been intentionally
dropped from the language because this does not have to do with the flow or pressure available.  This concept should
be a part of the determination as to whether the water supply is “reliable” enough to use at all, which is a completely
different concept and should not be tied to evaluating data from a flow test.

In order to appropriately handle this issue, more research and test data must be reviewed. The
TC thinks that this is an issue that needs to be resolved, but does not have the time to handle this during this cycle. The
TC recommends establishing and inter-committee task group with the SSD TC to compile and review data to act on this
next cycle. This will be reviewed with the TCC to identify any other potential TC's (i.e. NFPA 14) that may need to be
involved in this task group.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-2     Log #5  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David R. Hague, Liberty Mutual Commercial Markets

24-4
Reject the proposal.

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. If they are moved to the annex, they will not be used and will not be
enforceable.

Until the inter-committee task group can evaluate data and establish acceptable language it is
not appropriate to place this in the body of the standard. This correlates with the actions taken by the SSD TC for NFPA
13. See TC Action on PRI 24-1 (Log #3).
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 24
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-3     Log #18  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John Chartier, Northeastern Regional Fire Code Development

24-4
Restore text to language of the current edition

5.1.3 An adjustment to the waterflow test data to account for the following shall be made, as appropriate.
The requirement needs to remain in the body of the document. If it is moved to the annex material it is

not enforceable and therefore, will not be used.

Until the inter-committee task group can evaluate data and establish acceptable language it is
not appropriate to place this in the body of the standard. This correlates with the actions taken by the SSD TC for NFPA
13. See TC Action on PRI 24-1 (Log #3).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-4     Log #6  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David R. Hague, Liberty Mutual Commercial Markets

24-5
Reject the proposal.

Smaller mains are acceptable for Class II standpipes, however, given the required flow for Class I and
III standpipes (typically a minimum of 750 gpm) a minimum 6 in. main should be provided to minimize pressure loss.
Although NFPA 14 has been revised to require the calculation of standpipes, the standard still establishes minimum
standpipe sizes for Class I & III standpipes (4 in.) and combined standpipes (6 in.). As such, the underground water
supply pipe should not be smaller than these minimum sizes.

There is no need to restrict the pipe size if the system is hydraulically calculated.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-5     Log #14  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Scott Adams,

24-7
Reconsider the original proposal and accept.

Revise text as follows: 5.8 Penstocks, Flumes, Rivers, Lakes, or Reservoirs. Water supply connections from approved
penstocks, flumes, rivers, lakes, or reservoirs shall be arranged to avoid mud and sediment and shall be provided with
approved, double, removable screens or approved strainers installed in an approved manner.

The AHJ should know the local water sources, and which ones are seasonal etc., better than the
designer. The AHJ should be the one approving the water source before the design takes place saving the owner both
time and money.

The concept of approving the water supply source is already addressed in the standard (5.1.1).
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 24
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-6     Log #15  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Scott Adams,

24-13
Reconsider the original proposal and accept.

Add text as follows:
5.9.4 Drainage.
5.9.4.1 The pipe between the check valve and the outside hose coupling shall be equipped with an approved automatic

drip.
5.9.4.2 The approved automatic drip where required shall be accessible for inspection and maintenance.

We agree with the negative of Ms Glumac. If you require valve or other components that require
inspection, testing and maintenance they need to be accessible.

See TC action on 24-7 (Log #7).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-7     Log #7  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David R. Hague, Liberty Mutual Commercial Markets

24-13
Add new text to read as follows:

5.9.4.2 The automatic drip shall be installed in a location that permits inspection and testing as required by NFPA 25
and to reduce the likelihood of freezing.

Removes unenforceable language from the proposed text.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-8     Log #8  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Correlating Committee on Automatic Sprinkler Systems,

24-13
The TCC directs the TC to consider dropping the term "readily" or provide alternate language to

better define "readily accessible" without using ambiguous wording.
This is a direction from the Technical Correlating Committee on Automatic Sprinkler Systems in

accordance with 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects.

Remove the word readily from the following sections:
6.2.10
6.4.2
8.1.2
A.10.10.2.2.4

The TC reviewed the usage of the term "readily" throughout the standard. The use of the term
readily throughout the remainder of the document was deemed appropriate by the TC.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 24
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-9     Log #9  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Kenneth E. Isman, National Fire Sprinkler Association

24-16
Reject Proposal 24-16.

The use of listed indicating valves is important.  The non-indicating tapping sleeve and valve indicated
in the substantiation of the proposal is usually not accessible and should not be relied upon as the method of isolating
the underground pipe.

Requiring indicating valves on tapping valves is not practical due to the locations of the mains
in the streets and other limited access areas.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-10     Log #1  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Peter T. Schwab, Wayne Automatic Fire Sprinklers, Inc

24-20
Delete the following text:

Large, private, fire service main systems shall have sectional controlling valves at appropriate points to permit
sectionalizing the system in the event of a break or to make repairs or extensions.

This section is riddled with unenforceable text and does to provide any definable code language. This
is a minimum standard and at best this is annex language.

The TC felt that there is a need for sectional control valves and that limitations must be
established to provide guidance to the AHJ and contractor. The TC provided this guidance as part of 24-12 (Log #CC1).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-11     Log #16  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Bill Galloway, Southern Regional Fire Code Development Committee

24-20
Accept the proposal as originally submitted

Modify as follows:
Large, Private, fire service main systems 500 ft or longer shall have sectional controlling valves at appropriate

points to permit sectionalizing the system in the event of a break or to make repairs or extensions.
The current language is unenforceable and provides no guidance to the AHJ, designer or contractor.

The current language also appears to clearly conflict with the Manual of Style section 2.2.3.1 in that “Codes and
standards shall state specific criteria that minimize the judgment required by the users. ” This is clearly not the case with
the current language in that it requires judgment by the user. The proposed language would address the vague aspects
of this section by providing guidance to the users of the code.

The TC felt that a number of connections was more appropriate than using the length of pipe.
See TC action on 24-12 (Log #CC1).
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 24
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-12     Log #CC1  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Private Water Supply Piping Systems,

24-20
Revise 6.6.1 to read as follows:

Sectional valves shall be provided at appropriate points within piping sections such that the number of fire
protection connections between sectional valves does not exceed six.

Add an annex section to read as follows:
A.6.6.1 Sectional valves are necessary to allow isolation of piping sections to limit the number of fire protection

connections impaired in event of a break or to make repairs or extensions to the system. Fire protection connections can
consist of sprinkler system lead-ins, hydrants or other fire protection connections.

At the ROP meeting the TC addressed proposals citing language regarding sectional control valves.
The TC stated that the length of pipe was not an appropriate metric for requiring sectional control valves and that the
number of connections was more appropriate. The TC reviewed information from insurance guidelines to determine a
standard of care for number of connections.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-13     Log #19  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John Chartier, Northeastern Regional Fire Code Development

24-24
Revise 8.2.2 by modifying the text as follows:

Hydrants within hose houses shall be as close to the front of the house as possible and still allow
sufficient room in the back of the doors for

the hose gates and the attached hose.
“As close as possible” and “sufficient” are unenforceable terms and therefore could lead to inconsistent

application. In its rejection of the proposal, the TC states in its Statement that this is “a decision to be made by the AHJ”.

The proposed language does not provide any more enforceable language than is currently in
the code. It is the general intent of the standard the AHJ is required to approve all aspects of the design. The TC will
form an out-of-cycle task group to review unenforceable language in the standard.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-14     Log #10  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Kenneth E. Isman, National Fire Sprinkler Association

24-27
Reject Proposal 24-27.

There is no guidance on how to comply with this requirement.  The requirement applies to non-metallic
pipe, but the substantiation only mentions AWWA C900 and C905, which apply to PVC pipe.  So, does this new
requirement also apply to CPVC, which is manufactured to a completely different standard?

Guidance is moved to the Annex per 24-22 (Log #CC2).
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 24
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-15     Log #4  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Phillip A. Brown, American Fire Sprinkler Association, Inc.

24-30
Add new text to read as follows:

10.5.5 Where underground pipe is installed aboveground, it shall be listed for exposed conditions and comply with the
requirements of Chapter 12.

PVC pipe is not listed for aboveground installations nor for being installed in grated trenches. It is not
uncommon for the underground PVC to be stubbed up through the floor as the transition piece for the sprinkler riser.

Underground piping is permitted to extend beyond its listed for a limited span (24 in) to allow for
transition to above ground pipe. PRI added this language as part of 24 Log #34.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-16     Log #17  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Brian Larkin, Tyco Thermal Controls

24-30
Accept proposal 24-30:

Where underground piping must be installed in areas subject to freezing, listed heat tracing shall be permitted
to be used for protection from freezing, provided that it is installed and insulated in accordance with the manufacturer's
specifications.

Where listed heat tracing systems are used, they shall be supervised.
I respectively request that the committee reconsider their decision and accept this proposal.

Self-regulating heating cables can be approved for buried pipe applications as shows in the attached UL test report and
installation manuals.

This comment is being submitted by the Tyco Codes and Standards Task Group.
Note:  Supporting material is available for review at NFPA Headquarters.

The use of heat tracing on underground piping is not part of the listing.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-17     Log #20  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John Chartier, Northeastern Regional Fire Code Development

24-31
Revise 10.6.1 by modifying the text as follows:

10.6.1 Pipe shall not be run under buildings
The special precautions outlined in 10.6.2. is not all inclusive. In fact, it states that the precautions are

“not limited to” those mentioned. If pipe will be run under a building, it should only be done so in an approved manner.

Section 10.6.2 allows piping to be run under the building. It is implied from the following section
that there are places where pipe can be run under the building. Term "approved" means acceptable to the AHJ which is
implied. See action on 24-18 (Log #CC3).
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 24
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-18     Log #CC3  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Private Water Supply Piping Systems,

24-31
Revise 10.6.1 to read as follows:

Pipe shall not be run under the building except where permitted in 10.6.2 and 10.6.3.

Where approved, pipe must shall be permitted to be run under buildings, special precautions shall be are
taken, including the following:

List remains unchanged
1)...
2)...
3)...

Sections 10.6.1 and 10.6.2  as currently written are in conflict. The proposed wording eliminates this
contradiction and provides the user with direction as to when pipe is permitted to be run under buildings.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-19     Log #13  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Kenneth E. Isman, National Fire Sprinkler Association

24-32
Revise section 10.6.3.1 to read as follows:

10.6.3.1* The requirements of 10.6.2(2) and 10.6.2(3) shall not apply where fire service mains enter under the building
no more than 10 ft as measured from the outside edge of the building to the center of the vertical pipe.

Then delete the first sentence of the proposed annex.
By reordering the text, it makes more sense.  The information on how to measure the 10 ft is critical to

enforcement, so it should be in the body of the standard, not the annex.
This was agreed to at the April 2011 meeting of the E&S Committee.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-20     Log #11  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Kenneth E. Isman, National Fire Sprinkler Association

24-35
Insert the information in the form as accepted in the ROP.

The form is not shown correctly in the ROP or in the preprint of NFPA 13 even though the proposal
was accepted.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 24
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-21     Log #12  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Kenneth E. Isman, National Fire Sprinkler Association

24-37
Do not make the changes in proposal 24-37.  Instead, make the following changes:

1. Revise 10.10.2.1.3(2) to read, “10.10.2.1.3(2)* Flow necessary to provide a velocity of 10 ft/sec (3.1 m/sec.) in
accordance with Table 10.10.2.1.3.”

2. Revise Table 10.10.2.1.3 to add the word “Nominal” before “Pipe Size” in the column heading.
3. Add 2 inch, 3 inch and 5 inch sizes to Table 10.10.2.1.3

****Insert Table 10.10.2.1.3 Here****

4. Insert an annex note to read, “A.10.10.2.1.3(2) The velocity of approximately 10 ft/sec (3.1 m/sec.) was used to
develop Table 10.10.2.1.3 because this velocity has been shown to be sufficient for moving obstructive material out of
the pipes.  It is not important that the velocity equal exactly 10 ft/sec (3.1 m/sec.) so there is no reason to increase the
flow during the test for slightly different internal pipe dimensions.  Note that where underground pipe serves as suction
pipe for a fire pump, NFPA 20 requires greater flows for flushing the pipe.”

The committee placed too much attention to calculating a flow velocity of 10 ft/sec in the ROP, which is
not a critical variable and cannot be measured with such accuracy in the field.  The Table currently in NFPA 24 has
served the industry well for a long time and does not need to be changed.

The reference to achieving a flow velocity of 10 ft/sec is evidently what some AHJ’s are pointing to in wanting slightly
higher flows for different inside diameters of pipe, so we should just remove that portion of the rule.  It is not important to
flow exactly enough water to achieve exactly 10 ft/sec.  It is more important to flow a bunch of water through the pipe.
The table can contain minimum values and the annex can explain how they were calculated.

A sentence was added to the annex note as a warning to the user because NFPA 20 does require higher flows to flush
underground suction pipe.

This comment was agreed to at the April 2011 E&S Meeting.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-22     Log #CC2  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Private Water Supply Piping Systems,

24-27
Revise A.10.1.4 as follows:

A.10.1.4 - The following pipe design manuals and standards can be used as guides:
Add the following documents to the list in A.10.1.4:

.....
AWWA C900
AWWA C905
AWWA C906

Guidance for reoccurring and occasional pressure surges are contained the AWWA standards that are
included in the list.
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 24/L12/Tb 10.10.2.1.3/A2012/ROC 

 
 

Table 10.10.2.1.3 

Nominal Pipe Size Flow Rate 
in. mm gpm L/min 
2 51 100 379 

2-1/2 63 150 568 
3 76 220 833 
4 102 390 1476 
5 127 610 2309 
6 152 880 3331 
8 203 1560 5905 

10 254 2440 9235 
12 305 3520 13323 

 



Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 24
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-23     Log #2  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Peter T. Schwab, Wayne Automatic Fire Sprinklers, Inc

24-40
Add new text to read as follows:

The fittings and couplings do not need to be listed specifically for underground use.
This comment reflects the committee’s statement form the ROP.

Revise proposed text as follows:
A.10.3.2 Fittings and couplings are listed for specific pipe materials that may be installed underground. Fittings and

couplings may not indicate that they are listed specifically for underground use.
The modifications to specify that there is a  requirement that these components need to be

listed based on the piping material, however the TC acknowledges that the listing does not indicate the intended use
(above-ground vs underground).

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-24     Log #CC5  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Private Water Supply Piping Systems,

24-1
Correlate Annex C and D through extract (or copy) from NFPA 291.

This will provide consistency between the two documents.

This will require an in depth review of the current Annex material in Annex C & D of NFPA 24
and NFPA 291. The TC did not have sufficient time to handle this during the ROC meeting and will address this off cycle
and report back during the A2015 cycle.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
24-25     Log #CC4  AUT-PRI

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Private Water Supply Piping Systems,

24-1
Modify Annex C.1 to read as follows:

C.1 Annex C was developed based upon the procedures contained in the 2010 edition of NFPA 291. For additional
information on fire flow testing, see NFPA 291 (2010 Edition), Chapter 4, Flow Testing.

The remainder of Annex C should remain unchanged.
The TC would like the reference to the 2010 edition of NFPA 291 added to the first section to be clear

that modifications made to the 2013 edition of NFPA 291 are not being added.
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