
 
 

Committee on NFPA 3 
 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 

 

TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Commissioning Fire Protection Systems  

 

FROM: Jeanne Moreau-Correia  

 

DATE: September 24, 2009 

 

SUBJECT: NFPA 3 ROP Letter Ballot Circulation 

 

The September 21, 2009 date for receipt of the NFPA 3 ROP letter ballot has passed. 

 

The preliminary ROP ballot results are as follows: 

 

34 Members Eligible to Vote 

  3 Ballots Not Returned (R. Kabele, J. Kampmeyer, and R. Kasiski) 

 

20 Affirmative on All 

11 Negatives 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 

Thursday, October 8, 2009.  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  

mailto:jmoreaucorreia@nfpa.org


Circulation Explanation Report for CMF-AAA   Proposals Thursday, September 24, 2009
Document # 3

3-1 Entire Document (Log # CP15 )

Negative

Hulett, J. As a contractor I believe this document should be a guide and not a standard.

Affirmative with Comment

McDaniel, M. A.3.20.2 - An integrated system is one in which component systems communicate between multiple data
processing units.

3-2 Title (Log # 105 )

Abstain

Hulett, J. As a contractor I believe this document should be a guide and not a standard.

Affirmative with Comment

Foster, B. I strongly believe that this document should be adopted as a Standard and not as a guide. The importance of this
integrated testing methodology can not be underestimated for those properties that fall into "needing" this additional scrutiny.

3-3 Title (Log # 155 )

Affirmative with Comment

Hulett, J. As a contractor I believe this document should be a guide not a standard and wish to accept 155 as submitted.

3-4 Entire Document (Log # 94 )

Negative

Clary, S. The first edition of such a far reaching document should have a period of time when it is out as a Guide as opposed to
being a Standard.

3-5 Entire Document (Log # 100 )

Affirmative with Comment

Clary, S. I am not opposed to having acronyms.  However, I think that the FCxA should be simplified to FCA.

3-6 Entire Document (Log # 126 )

Affirmative with Comment

Hulett, J. There are to many acronyms.  I sit on this committee and find it difficult to keep track of them.

3-9 1.3.1 (Log # 156 )

Negative

Clary, S. If this document is to be a Standard, then for at least the first cycle it should only be used if the building owner wishes
to adopt NFPA 3 for a particular project.

Foster, B. AFAA would have no problem with allowing the language "as required by the building owner" provided this is only
for one cycle and it changes to "as required by the AHJ" in subsequent editions.

3-14 1.3.1(6) and A.1.3.1(6) (Log # 166 )

Affirmative with Comment

DeVore, M. It appears that an error was introduced by the committee in editing of the annex section.  It should be verified that
those systems named in the annex may be powered by standby systems and that emergency systems are not required.

3-17 1.3.1(9) (Log # 107 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. The extent of the standard is fire protection and life safety systems.  "Cooking operations" cannot be commissioned.
The commissioning of the exhaust system in not within the scope of this standard as the fan and duct system is not a fire protection
or life safety system.

3-18 1.3.2 (Log # 70 )

Negative
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Frable, D. I support the Technical Committee's action with the exception of adding the word "approved" in 1.3.2(4) before
"operation and maintenance documentation." "Approved" is a defined term and is defined as acceptable to the AHJ. However, AHJs
typically are not involved in reviewing O&M documents and typically do not approve O&M documents, therefore what would
constitute an "approved" O&M document if the AHJ is not involved with reviewing and/or approving O&M documents? Because the
term "approved" has been included, I am voting negative on this proposal.

3-22 1.3.4 (Log # CP17 )

Negative

Gentile, K. Revising 1.3.4.1 to be applicable only "required in only project specifications" only  in paragraph 1.3.4.1 does not
consider the increasing number of jurisdictions that mandate commissioning in new constructions.  Should the committee wish to
clarify the enforcement intent, wording similar to that in 1.3.4.2 should be included in 1.3.4.1.  Paragraph 1.3.5 should be deleted as
it further confuses the compliance requirements by indicating "options" for testing compliance.  (i.e. is acceptance testing sufficient,
is integrated testing required, and what, if any other NFPA standards are applicable if not adopted by the jursidiction)

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. I disagree with A.1.3.4.  Acceptance testing of a simple system is not commissioning unless the requirements of
Chapter 4 are being followed.  Compliance with this standard would mean commissioning is performed.  I think the Annex
information should be revised to clarify that commissioning is not required for all buildings.  See A.4.1.1 in 3-64 (Log #127) for
better explanation.

Foster, B. This proposal is key to establishing the limits of what structures will be commissioned without being overly
restrictive. I believe the proper balance has been achieved and this further emphasizes why this document is safe to be a Standard.

Hulett, J. I think this proposal substantiates the committee’s intent to ensure that use of this document is not an added burden to
owners and contractors. I believe this document is intended to be used to save the owner money while ensuring the life safety of
building occupants in the event of a fire emergency. The Committee’s actions on this proposal are a positive move in the direction of
helping building owners and contractors achieve that goal.”

3-30 3.3.2.1 Commissioning (Log # CP3 )

Abstain

Clary, S. I am abstaining as I am a member of the Standards Council.

3-39 3.3.7 Functional Performance Test (FPT) (Log # 74 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. I didn't see how the committee action on 3-42 (Log #CP7) pertains to this section.  I think a definition and the use of
the term Functional Performance Testing, a standard commissioning term, should be provided in this document.  Acceptance testing
is not functional performance testing.

3-45 3.3.13 Operation and Maintenance Manual (Log # 95 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. The last statement "The Operation and Maintenance Manual is a subset of the Systems Manual" should be retained or
added to the Annex to clarify where the O&M fits with the systems manual.

3-53 3.3.19.2 Interconnected System and Chapter 6 (Log # 83 )

Affirmative with Comment

DeVore, M. It was the intent of this proposal to delete A.20.2 and A.20.3 in the draft.  These are replaced by the new annex
sections for the definitions in this proposal that was accepted in principle in part by the committee.

3-62 3.3.21.4 Pre-Functional Performance Testing (Log # 117 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. I think we need to have a definition of functional performance testing if we use the term "pre-functional performance
testing".  If pre-functional performance testing is prior to acceptance testing, that would be preliminary testing.

3-72 4.2.2 (Log # 96 )

Negative
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Frable, D. I cannot support the Technical Committee's action as it does not make sense to require a Third Party Test Entity on
every project when it may not be technically or economically justified on certain smaller Cx projects. Moreover, as currently written,
a Third Party Test Entity will be required to be part of the FP&LS Cx Team even though they may not be included as part of the
project. Finally, no distinction has been made to state if the Third Party Test Entity is acting on behalf of the owner, registered design
professional, authority having jurisdiction, etc.

Pfeiffer, P. I believe qualifications for third parties need clarifications to cope with international situations and regulations
(10.2.6.2.). Third parties should have understanding for each individual systems as well as the integrated system (10.2.6.1).

3-87 4.2.2.5 (Log # 124 )

Abstain

Pfeiffer, P. Factory test documentation may still be necessary. This material should be moved to annex sections.

3-91 4.2.2.6(11) and 4.2.2.7(8) (Log # 132 )

Negative

Frable, D. I cannot support the Technical Committee's action. The Standard should reflect that a final product (i.e., final Cx
record) is developed by the FCxA. This must be either in the form completed of the final Cx Record or final Cx Report. Currently the
draft Standard uses these terms interchangeably with no distinction between the Cx Record and Cx Report and even continues to
make reference to a "final" Cx records in other sections of the draft Standard (e.g., 4.2.2.2.3(9), 4.2.2.7(8), etc.).

3-98 4.2.2.9 (New) (Log # 91 )

Negative

Hague, D. The committee action should be changed to "accept" since insurance companies are recognized as an AHJ in section
A.3.2.2 and frequently perform specification and plan review as a service to policyholders.  Many insurance companies publish
interpretive guides to NFPA standards which may contain different or more restrictive requirements.

Pfeiffer, P. I believe the proposal should be rewritten to include the property insurer of owner and review any possible issues
coping with international practice as well.

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. I think we need to retain the insurance rep information.  The types of insurance reps listed in the committee statement
would not be part of the FPLS commissioning team and therefore don't need to be discussed.

3-102 4.2.3.3 and 9.2.3 (Log # 11 )

Negative

Clary, S. With the provision for periodic integrated testing, the commissioning process would never end. The original scope of
this project was not intended to make NFPA 3 a maintenance document.

Foster, B. There should be a mandatory safety net for future periodic integrated testing. While the originally proposed 5 year
interval may or may not be the right number, I believe a maximum period must be established. Without a mandatory requirement,
retesting will not be a priority and systems will fall into disarray with increased risk to the occupants and fire service personnel.

Fremis, B. The Commissioning of Fire Protection Systems and the Periodic Integrated Testing of Fire Protection Systems are
two completely different subjects.  Therefore Section 9.2 Periodic Integrated Testing must be re-written entirely to include a
maximum time limit to preform periodic integrated testing.  The maximum time limit must be determined by the NFPA 3
Committee.  This section should not allow the Commissioning Plan to have the flexibility to determine what that time limit should
be.

Gentile, K. The requirement for a maximum periodic testing interval is found in numerous NFPA Documents (e.g.
25,72,80,90A,90B,105,110 and others.  Numerous Staker-holders have requested a prescriptive testing interval where the component
systems in a premise can demonstrated proper integrated functionality. Deletion of the interval from 9.2.3 and the paragraph 9.6 will
result in no periodic integrated testing unless developed under an optional performance based method.

3-118 4.3.2.2 (Log # 162 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. In (4) we should change "green" to "sustainable" to better match the industry use of the term.

3-135 4.4.3(4) (Log # 203 )

Negative
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Fisher, D. Systems can be commissioned and not left in operational readiness.  The decision to leave a system in operational
readiness should be determined by the building owner, contractor and AHJ and should not be a requirement of this standard.  For
example, a hangar foam system may be commissioned a month prior building completion but not left in operational readiness as
there are no aircraft in the building at the time of commissioning.

3-141 4.5.3.1 (Log # 151 )

Affirmative with Comment

Fisher, D. More guidance needs to be provided here.  What is "applicable" and what "modifications" require the applicable
testing?

3-156 Chapter 6 (Log # 85 )

Negative

DeVore, M. There is no need for Chapter 6 because interconnected systems are a subset of integrated systems and there is no
new information provided in this proposal that doesn't already exist and apply to these systems in Chapter 5. The committee action
on Proposal 3-155, (Log #CP16), makes it clear that these systems belong in Chapter 5.

Affirmative with Comment

Clary, S. I have concerns with 6.4.3. If this is for the life of the system, then when does the commissioning process come to an
end?

3-157 Chapter 7 (Log # 23 )

Abstain

Pfeiffer, P. The deleted material by the proposal should be moved to annex material to better state what is the intention of the
committee when considering passive systems.

3-159 7.1 (Log # 33 )

Affirmative with Comment

Pfeiffer, P. Smoke vents should be included in the passive systems to be considered in integrated testing especially in those areas
such as Europe where smoke vents are massively used and prescribed by AHJ and which might interact with other fire protection
systems such as sprinkler systems.

3-161 7.2.3 (Log # 25 )

Negative

Hague, D. Should be changed to "Accept in Principal" since text was not deleted but was moved to a new section and still does
not conform to the NFPA manual of Style.

3-162 7.2.3.1 (Log # 26 )

Negative

Foster, B. I believe that the language proposed by David Hague would become enforceable as stated in the justification.

3-164 7.3.1 (Log # 27 )

Negative

Foster, B. I believe that the language proposed by David Hague would become enforceable as stated in the justification.

Hague, D. Should be changed to "Accept in Principal" since text was not deleted but was moved to a new section and still does
not conform to the NFPA manual of Style.

3-166 7.3.2 (Log # 28 )

Negative

Foster, B. I believe that the language proposed by David Hague would become enforceable as stated in the justification.

Hague, D. Should be changed to "Accept in Principal" since text was not deleted but was moved to a new section and still does
not conform to the NFPA manual of Style.

3-178 9.2.3 (Log # 171 )

Negative
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Clary, S. I must agree with Mr.. Elvove.  I feel that NFPA 3 should only be used for commissioning, a let the other applicable
NFPA Standards set the requirements for the systems after the commissioning process is complete.

Foster, B. I believe that there needs to be a maximum limit on the time between commissioning and a subsequent integrated
testing of those systems or features that were part of the commissioning. Why the originally proposed 5 year period may or may not
be the "correct" number, I would like to see some limit applied.

Gentile, K. The requirement for a maximum periodic testing interval is found in numerous NFPA Documents (e.g.
25,72,80,90A,90B,105,110 and others.  Numerous Staker-holders have requested a prescriptive testing interval where the component
systems in a premise can demonstrated proper integrated functionality. Deletion of the interval from 9.2.3 will result in no periodic
integrated testing unless developed under an optional performance based method.

3-179 9.2.3, 9.2.4, A.9.2.3, and A.9.2.4 (Log # 35 )

Negative

Clary, S. Please see my negative vote comments for 3-178, (Log #35).

Foster, B. See comment under Proposal 3-178 (Log #171).

Gentile, K. The requirement for a maximum periodic testing interval is found in numerous NFPA Documents (e.g.
25,72,80,90A,90B,105,110 and others.  Numerous Staker-holders have requested a prescriptive testing interval where the component
systems in a premise can demonstrated proper integrated functionality. Deletion of the interval from 9.2.3 and the paragraph 9.6 will
result in no periodic integrated testing unless developed under an optional performance based method.

3-181 9.2.4(4) (Log # 170 )

Negative

Clary, S. Please see my negative vote comments for 3-178, (Log #35).

Foster, B. I am comfortable with the language "commensurate with the applicable NFPA standard" if there was a fixed figure
limit - say 10 years. This would be a safety net to ensure that subsequent testing could not be omitted.

Gentile, K. The requirement for a maximum periodic testing interval is found in numerous NFPA Documents (e.g.
25,72,80,90A,90B,105,110 and others.  Numerous Staker-holders have requested a prescriptive testing interval where the component
systems in a premise can demonstrated proper integrated functionality. Deletion of the interval from  paragraph 9.6 will result in no
periodic integrated testing unless developed under an optional performance based method.

3-182 9.6 (Log # 169 )

Negative

Gentile, K. The requirement for a maximum periodic testing interval is found in numerous NFPA Documents (e.g.
25,72,80,90A,90B,105,110 and others.  Numerous Staker-holders have requested a prescriptive testing interval where the component
systems in a premise can demonstrated proper integrated functionality. Deletion of the interval from  paragraph 9.6 will result in no
periodic integrated testing unless developed under an optional performance based method.

3-188 11.1 (Log # 30 )

Negative

Clary, S. There are already  acceptance documents within other NFPA Standards for fire protection and detection systems.  This
adds another layer of paperwork.  Do these documents supersede the forms found within the other documents, such as NFPA 72(r)?

3-207 A.9.1.2 (Log # 168 )

Affirmative with Comment

Frable, D. I support the Technical Committee's action, as the proposed new annex note goes too far by stating that the intent of
integrated testing is to verify operation of systems per the applicable code or standard. However, I believe this annex note still needs
to be revised and include language that gives the owner  the option of using integrated testing to discover design deficiencies such
that correction action can be taken.

3-209 A.10.2.1.1 (Log # 50 )

Negative
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Gruner, K. The Fire Commissioning Agent should have no financial interests (owner, division or subsidiary, partner, operating
officer, distributor, salesman, or technical representative) with any fire protection or life safety equipment manufacturers, suppliers or
installers for any such equipment provided as part of this project" is an improvement from previous version.  The original
substantiation that a professional who manufactures, supplies, or installs equipment should not be DISQUALIFIED from becoming a
commissioning agent.

3-210 A.11.1, Annex D and Annex E (Log # 31 )

Negative

Clary, S. Please see my negative vote for 3-188, (Log #30).
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