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M E M O R A N D U M 

 
(AMENDMENT) 

 
 

TO: Technical Committee on Inspection, Testing, and Maintenance of Water-Based Systems 
 
FROM: Matt Klaus, Staff Liaison 
 
DATE: June 17, 2013 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed 2014 Edition of NFPA 25, Letter Ballot on Amendment 25-9 
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________   
 
At the June 2013 Technical Session, held June 12-13, 2013, NFPA 25 was amended by the acceptance of the following: 
 
Amendment: Accept Comment 25-44 
 
In accordance with Section 4.7 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects, the Technical Committee must now be 
balloted on the Association meeting action. Should the ballot not pass, the wording of that portion of the Report affected 
by the amendment would return to the text of the previous edition, if any. If there is no previous edition text, the text is 
simply deleted. 
 
Please review this item, complete the attached ballot, and return it to NFPA as soon as possible, but no later than June 26, 
2013.  If you disagree or abstain on an amendment please indicate your reason(s) for doing so.  
 
The transcripts from the Annual 2013 Association Technical Meeting (June 12 and June 13) will be available within two 
weeks at: www.nfpa.org/techsession. 
 
 
Note: Please remember that the return of ballots and attendance at Committee Meetings is required in accordance 
with Section 3.1.3.1 of the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 
 
 
 

 



ACCEPT Comment 25-44

_______________________________________________________________
25-44 Log #101  Final Action: Reject
(4.1.10)
_______________________________________________________________
Submitter: Karl Wiegand, National Fire Sprinkler Association
Comment on Proposal No: 25-76
Recommendation: Accept proposal 25-76.
Substantiation: Since NFPA 25 does not address the features of these systems 
or the means to address their maintenance, this should be flagged as an owner 
responsibility.
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: The technical committee asked for guidance on what 
the maintenance should be however no specific guidance was submitted. 
Ultimately the owner has responsibility for the systems and it is not necessary 
to call out each individual item. This subject is already covered by 4.1.1.1.
Number Eligible to Vote: 32
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 27 Negative: 1 Abstain: 1
Ballot Not Returned: 3 Andress, G., Pennel, G., Whitney, J.
Explanation of Negative: 
   RAY, R.: This comment should have been accepted. These injection systems 
are causing more and more problems with fire sprinkler systems. Case in point 
is the new disclaimers placed on the cut sheet of a certain manufacturer ’s 
corrosion inhibitor regarding the use of the product on “combination 
systems” (i.e systems containing both steel and non-metallic piping). This 
product had NO such disclaimers since its release sometime prior to 2008, 
yet the disclaimer now suddenly appears on the cut sheets and requires 
written permission from the manufacturer prior to its use. Also, there have 
been incidences of responding fire fighters being af fected negatively by the 
discharge of water and these chemicals when responding to a fire. Too often, 
after a system is approved and installed and the building occupied, a third party 
“sells” an owner on installing one of these injection systems - sometimes for 
good reasons, sometimes not. These systems need to be maintained. Too often, 
many committee members want to leave an issue “gray” by rejecting proposals 
and claiming “its already implied in the standard” - but when it comes to 
contractor liability, they want that in “black & white”. These injection systems 
are becoming more commonplace and the standard needs to be clear that they 
need to be maintained by the owner. The committee erred in its substantiation: 
firstly 4.1.1.1 is an incorrect reference (that section deals with maintaining 
40F); secondly 4.1.1 (the correct reference) simply states that the owner 
is responsible for properly maintaining his system. These chemical based 
injection systems are often times very complicated and their mere presence can 
halt even the simple act of performing flow thru an inspectors test valve - when 
the contractor asks “can I dump this stuf f onto the pavement where it will flow 
into that sewer”, the owner should be responsible for providing this direction 
to the contractor. These injection systems are typically installed “after market” 
because of a decision made (correctly or incorrectly) by an owner and the 
owner should be responsible for his/her decisions.
Explanation of Abstention: 
   MITCHELL, B.: See my Explanation of Abstention on Comment 25-1 (Log 
#10).

Backup Proposal 25-76

_______________________________________________________________
25-76 Log #271  Final Action: Reject
(4.1.10)
_______________________________________________________________
Submitter: Kenneth E. Isman, National Fire Sprinkler Association, Inc.
Recommendation: Insert a new section 4.1.10 as follows:
   4.1.10 Additive Injection Systems. The building owner shall be responsible 
for maintaining any additive injection systems including anti-microbial and 
corrosion inhibitor fluids.
Substantiation: The maintenance of fluid injection systems is beyond the 
knowledge and scope of inspectors and testers of fire protection equipment. 
Such equipment is generally used to deal with water supply issues and the 
owner will need to research and comply with any specific requirements for 
keeping this equipment functional.
Committee Meeting Action: Reject
Committee Statement: This subject is already covered by 4.1.1.1. The 
submitter is encouraged to provide specific maintenance criteria for these 
systems.
Number Eligible to Vote: 33
Ballot Results: Affirmative: 30 Negative: 3 
Explanation of Negative: 
   FLEMING, R.: Injection systems are not listed and must be maintained by 
owners. NFPA 13 will now be requiring that the fluid added by these devices 
be listed. Since NFPA 25 does not address the features of these systems or 
the means to addresses their maintenance, this should be flagged as an owner 
responsibility.
   MYERS, T.: There is an ever increasing number of additives for fire 
sprinkler systems being offered the public by various companies that are 
injected with no formal UL listing or instructions. In many of these cases the 
fire sprinkler contractor was not involved and has no idea how to inspect or 
what to inspect for.
   RAY, R.: This proposal should have been accepted. These injection systems 
are causing more and more problems with fire sprinkler systems. Case in point 
is the new disclaimers placed on the cut sheet of a certain manufacturer ’s 
corrosion inhibitor regarding the use of the product on “combination systems” 
(i.e systems containing both steel and CPVC piping). This product had NO 
such disclaimers since its release sometime prior to 2008, yet the disclaimer 
now suddenly appears on the cut sheets and requires written permission 
from the manufacturer prior to its use. Also, there have been incidences of 
responding fire fighters being affected negatively by the discharge of water 
and these chemicals when responding to a fire. Too often, after a system is 
approved and installed and the building occupied, a third party “sells” an 
owner on installing one of these injection systems - sometimes for good 
reasons, sometimes not. These systems need to be maintained. Too often, many 
committee members want to leave an issue “gray” by rejecting proposals and 
claiming “its already implied in the standard” - but when it comes to contractor 
liability, they want that in “black & white”. These injection systems are 
becoming more commonplace and the standard needs to be clear that they need 
to be maintained by the owner.
Comment on Affirmative: 
   FELD, J.: I agree with the Committee’ s action to reject the proposal 
because the ITM requirements for injection systems should be handled by the 
contractor. Most owners do not possess the skills to conduct a proper ITM of 
this equipment. The owner has the option to have a separate contractor conduct 
ITM procedures of injection systems. The contractor may choose to exclude 
such systems in the contract. If the proposal is accepted as written, some 
owners may not even know that there is a requirement to inspect these systems, 
or will assume the contractor is inspecting it, or will ignore the requirement. In 
either case the system is at risk of premature failure. 
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